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Foreword

To say that the conduct of this evaluation study was an experience
is an understatement. It was an intense, provocative and tantalizing
opportunity to participate in the lives of many individuals and groups,
and to observe and to feel in mady ways--from straining for empathy with
a highly successful but homesick student in Albuquerque who wanted to go
home, back to impoverished but familiar surroundings<-to successive reorgani-
zations of eight billion bits of empirical data by computer. But most
significant of all, the project's concem and ours focused on the lives,
dignity, and future of more than half a million young people enrolled in
college despite the disadvantage of poverty, minority group origin, or
physical handicap and the progress being made toward the provision of better
opportunity for them and for their peers who were left behind. For the
research team, it was the challenge of researching an area in which much
work has been done, as with the American Indian, but in which the results
have yielded few useful understandings and little or no evidence of beneficial
impact.

~

The report that follows is the work of many Beople. First, the research
team represented a multi-racial, multi-specialty group who, for the better
part of two years, made the inquiry their life. Second, a battery of con-
sultants anJl collaborators, usually representing one or another ethnic minority
group, frequently joined and worked with the research team to clarify undex-
standings when these were difficult to achieve. More than a hundred student
cohorts pressed beyond the usual high limits o theitr energy and personal
prejudices, to gather and sort data, and to help with the interpretations.
Institutional representatives, presidents, and other staff in 122 colleges
suffered substantial indignities in helping with a variety of requests. Of
the utmost importance was the high level of concern, technical competence,
cooperation, and unlimited assistance of many federal staff, particularly the
program staff in the USOE regional offices. Probably nowhere in the federal
organization are so many .good people seized with a sense of urgency cf mission;
their skill and assistance helped greatly. Of the most critical importance
was the superb, thorough, and constant professional guidance by the project
otficer for USOE, Dr. Robert Berls, of the Office cf Planning, Budgeting,
and Evaluation and Dr. Sal Corrallo, whose complete and utter devotion was
directed to assuring an inquiry of 1ngegrity that would truly facilitate

" the higher educational needs of the nation's poor.

H

An adequate list of credits would start with the black student cohort
who wrote: "I thought I knew my people until I sought them out." Such a
list is impossible, and singling out any is unfair in some ways. Neverthe-
less, some of the principal and critical contributors should be acknowledged.

On the research team itself: Chuck Stone, now of the Philadelphia
Daily News, served as co-director during the planning phase. He often
brought us closer to an open consideration of real issues. Anne Borders-
Patterson led staff efforts in student contact, in addition to many other
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‘chores. Responsible for problems of design and data analysis was é%aham

=

Burkheimer. James H. Brewer, Jonathan Warren, Santelia Johnson, and Jayjia
tlsia served as principal organizers and conductors of the site visits. Of
many consultants who touched the project significantly, Grayson Noley, of .
Oklahomians for Indian Opportunity, and A. J, Franklin of Medger Evers College
in Brooklyn assumed much more responsibility than required, to the project's
benefit. Charles Barr of the Princeton Office saw that difficult administra-
tive procedures always ran smoothly. Research Assistants Susan Kerner-loeg;
Adele Richardson, Steve Batchelor, Brian McNally, Susan Neuenschwander,

Will Rice, and Mary Phillips sorted and compiled from the two tons of paper_
produced. Other ETS staff assisting in critical ways included Al Carp and
Richard Peterson in the Berkeley. Oifice; Dan Gomez in the Los Angeles Office,
Phillip Harvey and Virgil O'Connor in Evanston, Clyde Aveilhe in Washington,
and, from the Princeton Office, Sam Barnett, Ron Samuda, and a host of gthers.

Particular responsibility*for some of the chapters in the report should
be acknowledged. Graham Burkheimer is the principal author of Chapters 4
and 6 and of the reﬁort of the all-inst%gution census printed separately.

The principal author for Chapter 7, the report of the student interviews,
is Anne Borders-Patterson. Providing major assistance to her, however, were
Grayson Noley, A. J. Franklin, Roberta Ramirez Eldred, Neftall Negron (a
Puerto Rican st.udent interviewer) and Dennis Clark (a disabled student). In .
addition, a number of disadvantaged students of various ethnic backgrounds
studied the ipterviews with -the research team, and assisted in the summations
of data and zEamiug of conclusions; others, ré&presenting the different sub-
groups, who jgrved as inpefviewersy’read and, helped revise the final draft.

/

The principal author for the/report of program director recommendations
is Mary Phillips. Chapter 8, the site visit report, is the work of Dr. Howard
Bogzer, formerly of the RCA Corporatlon and now Executive Director of the
South Carolina Commission on Higher Education, and Dr. James Brewer, Director
of the Afro American Studies Program, University of North Carolina.

Initial preparation of ‘the manuscript was headed by Marie Pattillo
and Barbara Manning; final _copy was produced by Betty Clausen, Marie Davis,
Kathleen Estep, Laura Lenz, Robin Pollock, Mary Evelyn Runyon, and Frances
Shaffer- .

. The project director, while acknowledging the foregoing, accepts, of
course, the usual respghsibilities for sins and errors in the design, the *
carrying out, and the reporting of the study.

! J. A. Davis
' Project Director
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Executive Summary -, .

The Impect of Special Services Program

in Higher Education for "Disadvantaged' Students
7
; /

; I. BACKGROUND

J ‘ \ ;

The Higher Education Amendments of 1968 (Titke 1, Part A, Sectxon 105,
PL 90-575) provided for an activity of support ser {cés on college and unlver51ty
campuses, designed to facilitate the progress, of disadvantaged young people
through higher education. These federally flnanced programs typically involve
a cdollection of special efforts, specially staffed, such as counseling, tutoring,
remedial study, and ethnic identity activities; they are to be directed toward
the dlsadvantaged who are defined by the legislation and the program‘guldellnes
as individuals from families within the nati¢nal poverty criteria, or the
phy51cally handicapped. In the second operational year (1971-1972), 190 "Spec1al
Services'" projects involving more than 50,000 students, were in operat1 n on

campuses ‘across the country.

. - .

In the spring of 1971, the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluatyon

of USOE requested an evaluation of the Special Services programs. The most
essential purpose of the resultant inquiry, conducted by Educational Testing \\\\

Service under contract number OEC-0-72-0116, was the determination of the
effectiveness of these programs, as reflected by the progress, satisfaction,

. aspirations, andj)perceptions of the younz people lnvolved Other purposes -

ingluded the assessment of the broad need for Spec1al Services, and directing
ilndlngs toward the 1mprovement of proposal review and award, and project o
onitoring procedures. A\\\

. II. METHODOLOGY

S

Several different strategies were used in the assembly and aaalysis of data
relevant to the understanding and assesgment of impact of the Spzcial Services
programs. First a near-exhaustive review of the related literature (on treatment -
and performance of poverty, minority or physically handicapped, in higher
education institutions) was conducted and reported. Second, a census of all
institutions of higher education in the United States was undertaken by hrief
mail questionnaire, to provide estimates from special institutional reports of
the number and distribution of disadvantaged and of the kinds of support
programs provided for them. Third, a national sample was drawn of 120 instltutlone
across all types of institutions but foeu51ng on those with substantial numbers

of dlsadvansa&bg (and stratified to provide institutions with and without %

|

i

federally suppdyted SPecial Services, and with one or another of the minority
groups containi g 2 preponderance of disadvantaged). Utilizing this sample,
mail questionnairés were directed to presidents on program and irstitutional
characteristics; and, samples of (a) disadvantaged and (b) non- -disadvantaged
students in each institution were administered (through an institutional
representative) a questionnaire soliciting information on the student's
personal and academic background, his eaperiences with any support s{;v1ces
programs or program components, his success and satisfaction in collége,

and his aspirations. Fourth, toward amplifying and/or understanding the

-ifi- 11 -




nuances of the statistical findings, a portion of the disadvantaged student
“population was engaged in intensive interviews by peers commissioned to
this task and using a semi-structured interview guide, in a subset of 60
institutions in the sample. A subset of 31 campuses from the total samrle
of 120 with programs judged to cover the range of possible success were
visited by higher education or minority education specialists, and reports
of observations prepared. Data gathering activities were completed in

the late summer of 1972. : )

\
III. RESULTS |
. N 1
The formal review of the literature revealed much rhetoric, but little
empirical evidence as to the impact of intervention efforts with disadvantaged
studencs, however defined. Where studies dealt with academic performance
and persistence, conflicting results are obtained, suggesting a variety
of causative factors not adequately controlled--e.g., institutional differences
n grading standards, or subtle individual or program characteristics.
/yAnother problem, in addition to those of paucity of empirical studies and
inadequate controls, is the absence of any clear conceptualization of disadvantage.
V/ Otherwise: family income is still a powerful predictor, along with past
academic performance and scores on conventional academic tests, of who
/ goes to and persists in college; although gaps are closing, racial parity--

: particularly for the Chicano and Native American--does not yet exist. And,

for the minority disadvantaged enrolled in a traditional college, possible
differences in academic potential seem, from observation and from his report,

to be minor in contrast to differences in social opportuities, availability

of faculty and programs with which he may identify, anc the presence of

perceived prejudicial practices of the same sort ¢xperienced in the society -
at large. -

[
«

Findings from the all-:nstltutlon census are limited or qualified by the
fact that not all institutions responded to the survey, and by the absence of
« good institutional data on which to base some requested estimates (e.g.
numbers of dlsadvantaged on campus). Nevertheless the findings suggest
that in 1971-1972 abdut one in seven (or 14 percent) of the nation's enrolled
undergraduates came from families within the national poverty classification.
> Their distribution among colleges, however, was most uneven: e.g., one-
third of the reporting institutions estiimated less than five percent of
their student population were disadvantaged, while about 20 percent reported
.more than one-quarter of their student population in this category. Higher
proportions of disadvantaged were reported by: non-selective institutions;
non-residential institutions; publically supported institutions; two-year
institutions; traditionally black colleges; and non-accredited institutions.
With regard to providing any support service programs expressly for disadvantaged,
somewhat less than half, but at least 25 percent, of the nations' colleges
and universities offered such facilitatiof. Institutions with federally
supported Special Services programs tended to be those which, in comparison
with all institutions, enrolled larger proportions of disadvantaged. With
regard to reported structure and costs (excluding cost of financial aid),
the typical or median program (however funded) involved two full—time staff
members and two faculty members, serving 50 full-time equivalent students
at a cost per FTE student of $673 per year; federally supported programs
tended to serve more FTE students, through more staff (if not faculty),
at a slightly higher cost per student. Finally, the prime source of support
lfor the existing programs was federal funding, with only about 15 percent
¢ \
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of the programs funded exclusively by state or local government, 15 percent
exclusively by regular institutional funds, and less than 10 percent exclusively
by private foundations. The respondeni. to the census questionnaires judged it
unlikely that these programs would or could exist without federal funds.

The other strategies employed in this evaluation (e.g., student questionnaire
surveys and irnterviews; site visits) were directed toward the determination
of any impact of Special Services or similar programs on students and on
the institutions, and toward illuminating the circumstances and conditions
under which the programs operate. Difficulties that may limit the findings
summarized here include: differential success, by institutional representathés
in identifying disadvantaged students, securing their involvement in the study,
and following a sampling plan; failure of this broad scale study to look
intensively at possible qualitative differences in program elements (e.g.,
counseling); conscious or unconscious slaitting of perceptions by the reporters .
who were involved in the target programs; and, the subjectivity of some of the
analytic strategies (e.g., site visits; interview report analyses).

.
.

The central purpose of the zvaluation eflfort was to determine, of course; if
the special facilitation by the federally supported progcams was associated with
improved student performance 4dnd satisfaction with college, more positive self-
perception, and revised aspirations. Two complicating factors emerge from the
data, however. The first is; there are greater differences among the several
ethnic groups of college students on these qualities than between poverty versus
non-poverty origin students or between physically handicapped versus non- ]
handicapped students. A second qualifying finding: there appears,to be , ., |
considerable variation among student groujs from different institutions
because of intrinsic institutional factors: heterogeneity of student body;
prevailing climates of morale; programs offered; standards and attrition .
rates; etc. In short: race appears to be a stronger determinant of characteristic’
behavior and attitudes of central interest in the evaluatior than poverty
or physical handicap; and institutional context, including prevailing general
practices of evaluvating student performande, affects strongly what happens
to the student. Average prior performance levels in secondary school vary
by ethnic group; and, each disddvantaged sub-group appears to have distinctive
needs, sensitivities, vulnerabilities, and assets. For, example, the driving’ .
needs of the disabled are those of physical facilitation, interaction with "
normal people, and attainment of vocational competence; or, poor whites seem
free of stigmas associated with being part of an easily identifiable minority;
or, Native Americans appear to have the most discrepant culture from ‘that
traditionally served in higher education institutions.

In general, poverty origin students were found more likely (than non-poverty
origin students) to report unusual persistence in study activity; to hold a paid _
job while studying; to have financial support (almost half of th# poverty level
students reported having assumed some form of loan). Whites and non-poverty
minority groups were found to have more, positive self images than did their
ethnic ov poverty cohorts, and to be more satisfied with their college exp:rierce.
Poverty level students in general repcrted a higher Jegree of participation in
support service activities than did either thce physically handicapped or non-
poyverty students (although there are ethnic group differences: e.g., poor

Kklve Americaas and poor whites participated less frequently than®their non+#
poverty cohorts in tutoring and counseling). The majerity of students using
support services stated they found it helpful;_ there were no differences in
perceived helpfulness across ethnic groups vor bétween poverty versus non-poverty
students.
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The finding of the most importance with regard to the central purpose of
the study, however, is: . there is no clear and consxstent evidence that the
availability and/or use of Special Services programs, is related to the success
or satisfaction of the disadvantaged student in general. Grades in college
appear to be the usual function of, past. performance’in high school, without
regard tc experience (or lack of it) with support services. In fact, college
grades of poverty level students were lower in institutions with Special Services
. programs than in non- part1c1pat1ng 1nst1tut10ns, while there were no differences
between non—poverty students' grades at these two types of institutions; but,
these differences appear to be a function of prior performance levels of the

~subgroups of students, not of the special support programs of the institutionms.

/

With regard to expressions of satisfaction with various aspects of the college
experlence, comparisons of regular students with disadvantaged students grouped by ,
institution suggest that racial and institutional type differences appear to
control the findings, rather than simple presence or ahsence of Special Services
programs.. For example, at predominantly black institutions, students in general .
appeared .more satisfied at institutions not participating ln Special Services
programs (except with the personal financial situation) than at participating
institutions. At predominantly white institutions, however, the Native American
students showed consistently greater satisfaction at the nonparticipating
institutions, but the Puerto Rican students showed greater satisfaction
at the participating institutions. Also,” there is a greater similarity
between the satisfaction indices of the physically handicapped and modal
students at participating institutions than at nonparticipating institutions.
oIn short, the standard package approach of Special Services seems to affect
different sub-groups of disadvantaged students in different ways on different
campuses, if there is indeed any impact. ) ,
, : 2
Aside from the question of impact of Special Services, those disadvantaged
students in the colleges surveyed appear. to be performlng satisfactorily. Forty~-
seven percent of the poverty groups and 57 percent ‘of the physically handicapped
A * report college.grade averages of B- or better (against 56 percent of the non-
d1sadvantaged) Many factors quallfy these results: e.g., the institutions used
were not representative of all higher education 1nst1tutions but rather of
those with a preponderance of disadvantaged; disadvantaged (or regular) students
who never entered college (or who failed or otherwise left shortly after
admission) were not represented. Yet, it would seem safe to conclude that given .
necessary financial resources (or necessary physical facilitation for the
physically handicapped), ''disadvantagement" does not preciude a reasonable
chance to perform satisfactorily in college. ’

»

The more subjective evidence gathered through site’visits to institutions .
with Special Services Programs, or from the reports of program directors at the
" institutions, trevealed a number of problems that frequently seem to affect
program functioning. These problems, if correctly assessed, underscore the
importance of: a&minlstrative support (and the integrity of that support); ,
assignment of the necessary contr6l of the program to the project director,
including budget management responsibility; freedom from faculty hostility;
adequacy of funds for maximizing program services, or mcve particularly adequate
funds for scholarships and grants-in-aid; finding ways to prevent special
services from acquiring the lower status of a salvage operation, with resultant
stigma for student participants; accommodatlng students from a variety of
racial/ethnic groups in such a way that each group feels that they are treated
fairly; reducing staff turnover (attributed'to year-to-year funding); coping .
with the values, social styles, or&eadiness gulf of some campuses between
disadvantaged and modal students? obtaining hard institutional data Ahat v

lmlght guide the operation of the program or heIp determine the most effectlve
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mix of program elements; and coordinating Special Service elements with
regular services offered traditional students. Dedication of staff to the
needs of disadvantaged students was seldom if ever perceived to be a problem
by the site visitors; but the status of the program director among other
faculty and staff of the institution frequently was a central concern--
which seemed to be a function of his frequently limited academic credentials
and perceived salvage mission.

It is significant, however, that although some programs were obvious fail-
ures, their impact on the institution was almost always stated by campus
sources in positive terms, even by observers who indicated that they had
been initially critical. ' That positive impact generally involved a post-
ulated change in campus aftitude toward the disadvantaged themselves, toward
their general acceptance and accommodation by faculty, administration, and other
students. The programs seemed to be a powerful force for institutional change
in admissions policy, curriculum, faculty and student attitudes, instructional
strategies, grading and retention policy, and the like.

—

IV. INTERPRETATION AND CONCLUSIONS

1. The most relishle indicator of later academic Success remains that
traditional measure used in the past--previous academic performance.
There is no evidence that availability of or participation in support
services activities systematically improves performance and satisfaction
with college over that which may be expected from past performance.

2. Colleges differ in important ways: cost, grading standards, attrition
-rates, kinds of programs, nature and social patterns of student hkodies,
features attractive to students, and so forth. These institutional dif-.
ferences account more surely for differences in disadvantaged student
success and satisfaction than do the presence or absence of particular
support services or support services in general.

3., In understanding student behavior and attitudes, race effects are more
critical than poverty or physical handicap effects, with the implication
that any efforts with the disadvantaged need to be particularly sensitive
to the racial or ethnic backgrounds of the students served.

4. Without adequate financial aid, poverty stricken students are less likely
to enter college, to succeed, or to be satisfied with their college experi-
ence. There are important differences or inequities in the degree to which
financial aid of various kinds is known, available to, or usad by the dif-
ferent racial/ethnic groups.

5. The physically handicapped in college have little or no problems in common
with the poor and the ethnic minorities. To provide effectively for their
obvious needs, different support of facilitation strategies need to be em-
ployed. The combining of physically handicapped and the pbor under one
program does not seem warranted. //}f

6. With no conclusive or pervasive evidence of impact of Special Services
Programs on students, the need for further research, and developmental
activitv with rigorous evaluation, is still evident--both for more
definitive answers about the impact of programs, and the contrivance
of better intervention strategies. Better data, on individuals over
time, needs to be routinely maintained; harder experimental de51gns
w1th better controls., need ‘to be employed.
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- 7. The data suggest that whatever forces are in operation to equalize access

to college for the, poor in comparison to the nonpoor, they may be worklng
more effectively for the poor white and the poor Blacks, and less effectively
for the poor Orlentals, Mexicarn American, Puerto Ricans, Native Americans,
and other ethnic minorities.

8. The presence of Special Services Programs and/or disadvantaged students on
the campuses seems to be asscciated with a change %n campus attitude toward
the disadvantaged, toward their more general acceptance and accommodation
by faculty, administrators and other students (although students and staff
identified with salvage programs may be viewed negatively).

*

9. To maintain smoothly functioning programs on the campuses, it is critical .
to have: honest and demonstrable institutional commitment; a respected
and capable program director; respect and involvement of the regular
teaching faculty; a rritical mass of-students. Programs éppear to exist
more comfortably where the values, abilitygd@and behavior gulf between
dlsadvantaged.and modal students 1s minimal.

10. After a reasonable time, program evaluation and renewal should be based
" on the success of students performing on a level that equals or exceeds
that of their nondisadvantaged peers at that institution. Both internal
and external evaluation should be built into contract requirements for
renewal. Ongoing evaluation is a sine qua non for continuance, given the
absence of proof of effectiveness of current efforts,

Wy

Reference: Davis, J. A., Burkheimer, G. J., and Borders-Patterson, Anne.
The Impact of Special Services Programs in Higher Education for
Disadvantaged Students. Princeton, N. J.: Educational Testing
Service, 1975. : ;
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CHAPTER 1

Overview: The Problem and the Congressional Response,
the Response from Higher,Eduéétigy,,and the
/4 Ve

) Objectives of the Current Indu1ry"yf2f“ &, o4
, :Jl > H I
NP
A. The Problem and the Congressional Response ‘

]
Yoy

./ o

The years following World War II1 found in the United States a growing

general awareress and concern that our higher education systems, the .

traditional preparatory grounds for the critical high level manpower needs

of the nation, were remarkably elitist in their design, history, and focus.
This "elitism" manifested itself not only in the selective practices and

carricula of some colleges that have tended to ser¥ as the models that s

other institutions strive to emulate, but also in subtle forces that invade

the very fabric of our society, and that control to a substantial degree
wiio indeed may perceive and/or receive a viable opportunity to engage in
education or training to the limits of his true potential.

The barriers to access to higher education take many forms. A principal
barrier, increasingly eased by the burgeoning community college system and
by state and federal student financial aid provisions, is the financial
barrier. Still, continuing education after reaching the age at which one
may engage in productive work for remuneration also includes, for the poor,
loss of frequently needed income while in school. R :

Yet open door institutions, and provisions for equalizing the economic

"feasibility of continuing education beyond high school, are in themselves

not enough. Those individuals in our society who have been restrained by
economic necessity are also most frequently those who, because of the —
integral lock-step between level of education and employment opportunity,
have floundered in the traditional educational programs of the public
schools. That floundering may result from the inability of the traditional
system to create instructional strategies that are successful with some
students, or from pervasive and self-defeating outlooks and limited aspira-’
tions of the nations young poor, colored harshly by the realities they

have known, ’

In the Higher Education Act of 1965, the Congress created two programs
that had as their purpose the motivation and attraction of young people
"of financial and cultural need" into post-secondary education, and the.
provision of special preparation that might allow them to cope mére
effectively with thé traditional demands of existing pust-secondary educa~
tional institutions. One of these programs, 'Talent Search," is concerned
with (a) identifying young people from grade 7 up who, though poor, may have
"an exceptional potential” for post-secondary education; (b) providing
information about existing forms of student financial aid; (c) encouraging
them to complete their secondary education; and (d) helping them to explore
available post-secondary educational and vocational options. The other program,
"Upward Bound," is a pre-college preparatory activity providing intensive work
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with high school students from low-income bachgrounds with inadequate scholastic
preparation during the summers following the 10th, llth, and 12th grades, as
well as follow-up in ensuing school years. The specific objectives of Upward
Bound involve both the generation of motivation to continue in training, and

the development of necessary academic. skills for continuation.

Both of these federally-supported programs involve intervention with
the individual prior to college entrance. That the students involved may
still need special assistance to survive in college was recognized by the
Higher Education Amendments of 1968 (Title 1, Part A, Section 105, P.L. 90-

575), whereby the Congress created a third activity known as the "Special .

Services Programs,” and placed this activity into legislative and functional

“unity with Talent Search and Upward Bound. Under this legislation, ‘funding
was established for comprehensive college programs that would provide for (in
the language of the Amendment), .

...remedial and other special services for students with
academic potential (A) who are enrolled or accepted for enroll-
ment at the institution which is the bereficiary of the grant
or contract, and (B) who, by reason of deprived educational,
cultural, or economic background, or physical handicap, are in
need of such services to assist them to initiate, continue, or
resume their post-secondary education. .

The Amendments further stated that such Special Services may include
among other things:

(A) counseling, tutorial, or other educational services,
including special summer programs, to remedy such students'
academic deficienciés, , . 2

(B) career guidance, placement, or other student
personnel services to encourage or facilitate such students'
continuance or reentrance in higher education program, or -

(C) identification,-encouragement, and counseling of
any such students with a view to their undertaking a program
of graduate or professional education.

As further developed and emphasized in the Guidelines developed by the
Division of Student Assistance, USOE, which has served as the administrative
authority under the Commissioner of Education, Special Services Programs
in post-gecondary institutions should attempt to facilitate "disadvantaged"
students! through an active consideration of the students' total environment,
on and off campus, for learning and developing, and to permit them to progress
with dignity and with promise of success in their continuing post-secondary
study.

lThe term "disadvantaged students' is the general label used in the
program guidelines. In practice, he guidelines, though echoing the cuncepts
quoted in the legislation, define uisadvantage in terms of origin from family
within the Federal Poverty Classification, or with physical handicap.
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B. The Response from Higher Education

>

) In .the first year of the new program, 1970-71, 121 projects were approved
.and supported with a $10 million appropriatiopn. It was estimated by USOE
that some 30,000 disadvantaged students were directly affected. e .

In the second year of the program, 1971-72, a $15 million appropriation

, was used to support 190 Special Services projects affecting an estimated
51,500 disadvantaged students. Of the initial 121 projects, 110 were
contihued in the second year, involving both new freshmen and continuing
sophomores. The remaining 80 represented new projects in their first year
of operation in 1971-72, and they were directed toward entering freshmen.
Some of the students participating in Special Services projects in the first
and subsequent years were alumni of Talent Search and Upward Bound, while
others met the operational criteria of member of family within the national
poverty criteria or were physically handicapped.

In the third year of operation of Special Services, 1972-73, 208 projects
were funded at a support level of $14,175,000 involving an estimated 48,700
students. In this year (as the evaluation study reported herein was begun),
100 projects funded in both the first and second year were continued; 74
préojects funded for the first time in 1971-72 were continued; and 34 projects
were funded for the first time in the 1972-73 school year.

Hence, there has been a modest expansion of ‘the of&ginal effort, and
by and large, the projects would appear to have enjoyed continuity of
acceptance at the institutional level and of suppoxt at the federal level.

.

C. The Objectives of the Current Inquiry

-

The current inquiry was a response to a formal "Request for Proposal"
issued by USOE through the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation
in the late spring of 1970. This document expressed an interest in an
asbessment of the broad need for special services for disadvantaged students
in institutions of higher education, for the development of an information
base for use in future evaluation activities, and for an empirical assess-
ment of the programs to provide program management information that might
facilitate the award and monitoring processes within USOE. °

Toward these general objectives, a number of specific tasks were
outlined. These included assessment of existing programs in terms of
‘numbers and characteristics of students, and types of support provided;
assessment of current programs and the specified national priorities,

.

2Numbers and estimates were.provided by the Data Collection and
Analysis Branch, USOE, and the Division of Student Assistance, USOE.
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both in terms of program availability and program operation; identification
of factors associated with program effectiveness (with effectiveness defined
in terms of 'beneficial impact on students' educational development and
retention in school," academic performance and continuance, and the’ degree
to which programs are perceived by students as ''satisfying their academic,
financial, and personal needs'); development of al information system and
analytical techniques useful to national program management and evaluation;
specification of probable consequences of alternate funding levels, with
particular attention to "factors in and out of the educational system which
affect program activities and over which program directors have little or
no influence"; and, finally, assessment of the impact of successful support
services programs on the sponsoring institutions themselves. . \
- ~ ~
In the response to the RFP, a field research team in the Southeastern

Office of Educational Testing Service elaborated these objectives into a

number of even more specific issues. A first, basic, and critical set of

questions emerged from the typical students involved. The target population

is not only a minority in many ways in higher education itself, but also

a new minority; there is little in the research literature or in institu-

tional experience yet that would answer such questions as what motivated 5

them to enter college, in contrast to the motivation of traditional college

applicants; what their instrumental perceptions and aspirations. may be; and,

what problems they actually experience in maintaining themselves in the

college environment. These questions assume added importance and specificity

when one considers that the net of the national poverty criteria collects

disproportionate numbers of the ethnic minorities--Blacks, Chicanos, Native

Americans, Puerto Ricans, Filipinos, etc.--who may differ as a function of

ethnicity in their response to the opportunity and actuality of higher

education. The inclusion, through the Higher Education Amendments of 1968,
* of physically handicapped students (poor or not) poses other kinds of

student needs and response styles or capabilities.

*

Beyond the description of differences in relevant needs and behavior
of the 'disadvantaged'" student population or subgroups thereof, is the
important question of their response to various kinds of either natural or
contrived interventions. If one accepts the frequent argument, for example,
that academic achievement motivation is a middle-class phenomenon, what
may generate this motivation or serve in its stead for the disadvantaged?
Also, given the possibility that ethnic culture components control to some

N extent .the characteristic responses to a given stimulus, are there varia-
tions in the most effective interventional strategies for the different
subgroups? .

A second basic and critical set of questions emerges from the essential
strategy of Special Services. 'The philosophical assumption behind the
programs is that the disadvantaged profit from special assistance through
such traditional mechanisms as coungeling, tutoring, and remedial instruction.
What, indeed, are the support strategies, and what forms do they take in
different kinds of higher education climates? What strategies appear most
effective, and what personal, programmatic, or institutional factors moderate

%
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their effectiveness? Are there other strategies or forms of intervention .in
institutions with genuine commitment to disadvantaged students_(as attested
by numbers served) operating without federal support for special services
and consequently without their restrictive mold? What other provisions for
the target students do institutions need to make--and how do special services .
programs intermesh with other campus programs? And of all the elements, '
which operate effectively with what kinds of students in what institutional
contexts?

The questions raised thus far have particular concern for the impact
of the higher educational system, as it is constituted or modified, and the
impact of supportive services programs, on the '"new" or disadvantaged student.
Answers should provide some improved illumination of the student and program
characteristics, and of the interaction of relevant individual, programmatic
and institutional‘fagt@rs. A third class of question has to do with the
consequences of the enrollment of these students and of the support programs
themselves, particularly for the host institutions. What is the attitude of
other students, faculty, and administrators toward the programs and their
students? What changes, if any, may be detected in institutional policies,
curriculum, or climate? What features of the programs would be preserved if
federal support were reduced or terminated? Is there any evidence that the
programs are eroding the elitist practices or otherwise changing the face
of higher education in the United States as a whole? a

D. _Summary

In summary, then: opportunity for higher education has been unequally
available, perhaps in part because the system is tuned to those who typically
can afford that opportunity. But the numerous barriers for the poor extend
beyond capability to pay: they may include deficits in motivation and the
traditional kinds of abilities demanded by traditional instructi.nal procedures,
and--as the nation's poor include disproportionate numbers of the ethnic : 5
minorities--théy may be related to the general exclusive prejudices that have
pervaded society as a whole, or there may be subcultural attitudes, beliefs,
mores, and needs that augur against an eifective response of higher education
institutions for members of these ethnic subgroup§2

In response, the Congress created two precollege programs (Talent -
Search and Upward Bound) designed to motivate and better prepare students
from poor families (or 'disadvantaged" students) for higher education.

After a few years' operation cf these programs, a third program was initiated
at the college level, in the apparent belief that the ta}get population
continued to need various kinds of support in maintaining and adaptiglg them-
selves to the college environment. As these "Special Services Progfams"
entered their second year of operation, the U. 8. Office of Education
expressed a need to examine the feasibility and effectiveness of the pro-
grams, to revise estimates of national need, and to obtain better procedures
for monitoring and improving their impact..

21
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In determining how the most effective evaluation of Special Services
Programs may be structured at this point in time, attention has been called
to developing an understanding of the target population itself, in addition
to condgctingoan inventory of the program elements as they operate in
various institutional contexts.

Finally, ‘although some aspects of the evaluation task demand a census or
descriptive tally of people and events, and others demand specification of
criteria for successful programs, and study of personal (student), institu-
tional, and program element factors, there remains a need to determine what
personal, programmat.c, and institutional factors are associated with
effectiveness of impact of programs on students. This requires, of course,

* criteria for judging effectiveness of impact. The original Request fcr
Proposal called for demonstration of impact on students involved in the
programs in terms of academic success and persistence and in terms of their
satisfaction with their college experience. Success, persistence, and -
satisfaction are likely to be imperfectly related; yet, each represents
important program objectives., The pattern of interrelationships with each
other and with program elements should be revealing.

The federal interest in evaluation of the Special Services Programs
reflects rather clearly concerns for determining levels of national need
for support services for "disadvantaged" students, for enhancing in positive
ways the impact of the programs through improved award and monitoring
proccedures, and frr maximizing the cost-effectiveness of the programs.
Therafore, the question guiding the study reported hérein-is, most pre-
cisely, where and under what conditions have the programs been successful, )
and how may this impact be strengthened at reasonable cost? o f
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CHAPTER 2
The Literature on the Higher Education of

the Disadvantaged: A Summary

A. The Scope of the Literature Review

Disadvantaged students are defined by the gu1de11nes for Special Services
Programs as students from families within the Natiochal Poverty Classification
(Appendix A, p. A-1) or those with physical handicaps that affect their
ability to cope with a standard educational environment.

- I

The physically handicapped student, it would appear immediately, is
a different proposition from the poor student in many critical ways. It
may be suspected at the outset that he is not so frequently from a poverty
background nor does he possess the characteristic 13w standings on tradi-
tienul admissions credentials that students from low-income families so
frequently present. The problems he must surmount to survive in college,
and what the college must provide to maintain him, are decidedly unique to
his physical disability. The_quadriplegic must be able to enter the class-
_room, library, laboratory, or toilet facilities; the blind must have spec1al
means of access to instructional material traditionally presented by visual
media. Accordingly, research related to the physically handicapped will be
treated=-at least initjally--quite separately. "

t

In defining a conceptual structure for determining what areas of research
may be relevant to preblems and issdes concerning low-income students in
hlgher eduratlon, one must immediately recognize, as stressed in Chapter 1,
that the nation's poor include disproportionately large numbers of racial or
ethnic minorities--the Black, the Chicano, the Puerto Rican, the American
Indian, and perhaps others (Cubans, Filipinos, Orientals, etc.). Each of
these groups may have unique problems and needs in maintaining themselves

+ in colleges as a reflection of their cultural background, the fact of differ-
ent degrees of underrepresentation ir. college, and the stage of development
of their collective movement for equality of access to educational, occupa-
tional, and social opportunlty This means that, in a review of research
that may illuminate problems and solutions for the target groups of the”
Higher Lducation Amendments of 1968, one must be concerned with research

[ on the problems of minorities in college, as well as with problems of the

poor or the physically handieapped.

For our purposes, the current Anerican systemcef\gigher education is
marked by several essential features. Most notable is the variety of abilities
it accommodates (Darley, 1962) and the variety of kinds of training it
affords,jand indeed, the variety of 'presses" or emphases in the learning
environments (Astin, 1965). Arother essential feature is the relatively
high proportion of the general college age population now entolled, a propor-

t tion that continues to increase. A third essential feature is the pervasive
|

belief in our society that higher education is a prerequisite for access to

]
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higher-level occupational, economic, social, and cultural opportunity. A

fourth essential feature is the elitist origin, tradition, and nature of —
American higher éducation which persists in spite of inroads made by public * T~
and vocational-technical or open-door colleges since World War II, The .

persistence of this elitism i§ evidenced by the tendency among the general
public or college faculty and administration alike to equate qualithy of
institution with the degree to which it is selective, and by the upward aspira-
tion--and mobility--of higher education institutions in this tradition.’
Given these features of the higher educaticnal system, and the concern
of federal government with poor/minority prospective students, it is little
wonder that the label 'disadvantaged'" is commonplace both in the language of
the Higher Education Amendments, and in the thoughts and objectives of those
researchers and educators who have addressed themselves to 'the accommodation
of such students in higher education. College involves financial costs which .
for the poor represent a financial burden. This places them in a "disadvantaged" — .
. position, of course, but it may be hypothesized that their disadvantage extends
beyond their financial status, which is remediable by infusion of financial
aid. Because the typical college student has come from a Jdifferent subculture--
one more marked for its emphasis on academic achievement and its belief in the
reasottableness of attainment of the good life if armed with higher education--
the poor student may present important differences in attitudes, values, and
aspirations as a function of his low-income background. Perhaps as a function
of those abilities required to sustain higher education and the fact that job-
level entry screening procedures may rely heavily on criteria of educational
attainment or the abilities such attainment reflects, the lower socioeconomic
levels contain many individuals with differences (as well as they can be
measured by our traditional tests and’'precollege grading systems) in the
~ capablllty to maintain themselves and to grow in a system traditionally
patronized by and structured for the klnds of students who have gone €o college
in the past.
. -
Thus, the essential characteristics of the target group of prospective
college students, and of the American college and university environment, are
relevant to the literature search. Another class of factors of relevance
to the presence and behavior of the disadvantaged in college has to do with
ff" certain movements within, or characteristics of, contemporary AmerlcanpsoLLety
that prescribe forces affecting that presence. One such factor is the pro-
gressive concern at federal levels, starting with the Supreme Court decision
' of 1955 on public school desegregation, and extending to recent "War on
Poverty'" efforts, o move toward a more genuine equality of access to societal
benefits, or, at the least, to remcve the artificial barriers that have tended
to contain individuals within their less desirable traditiopal spheres of
oppPprtunity. Another factor is the evolution of minority group identity and
effective movements, the emergence of new vocal leaders whose power within and a
outside their minsrity group depends on the forces they use or reflect and
that build group solidarity-—or power. There can be no question, for example,
¢ but that the rallying of Blacks around concepts of Black identity has created
a situation in which members of that minority have become a force to be
contended with socially, economically, and politically--because of the -
massing of individuals who identify with cne another and who present a
common set of priorities. ’
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Thus, at the outset it is believed that the search for useful competent
opinion or empirical findings will derive from the unique characteristics
of the target student, the essential nature of the educational system they
enter, and the new societal forces that may make new aspirations for the
adult role seem or be reasonable.

With the strong suspicion that these are some of the critical dimensions
of the problem, a search of presumed relevant literature began. What was
found has been organized in succeeding sections as:

o ‘Definitions and Concepts of '"Disadvantagement":
Theories, Models, and Applications

o Census of the "Disadvantaged" in Higher Education Institutions:
. Enrollment Trends and Current Status

-

0 Barriers to Access to Higher Education for the "Disadvahtaged"

o The "Disadvantaged" in College:
What They Experience, and What They Achieve
L )

o Programs for Facilitating Access to and Success “in College of
the "Disadvantaged"

o Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations\fgf Further Research.

The search for relevant literature begen with the initiation of the
study. Specialized bibliographic search services, such as use of the ERIC.
files and the computerized search facilities of the North Garolina Board
of Science and Technology were used, as well as were the more conventional
abstracts such as those provided by the College Student Personnel Abstracts-
The search focused on the ten-year period prior to 1972. 1In.addition,
recourse was made to a number of centers of activity knswn for their
collection of relevant articles and studies: these included the office
of Dr. Edmond Gordon of the Horace Mann-Lincoln Institute at Teachers College,
Columbia University; The Division of Student Assistance and the Office of
Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation of the U. S. Office of Education; the
Southwestern Cooperative Educational Laboratory, Inc.,, in Albuquerque; and .
the Centro de Estudios Chicanos Publications, in San Diego. Special efforts
were made to obtain unpublished insti<utional studies? Most of these were
drawn from the files of the Division of Student Assistance, USOE; others were
solicited directly from institutions in the later empirical survey to be
reported herein. -

A

B, Definitions and Concepts of '"Disadvantagement':
Theories, Models, and Applications

In administering special programs for disadvantaged students, the
federal government employs principally (as has already been noted) a
A )
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1 galistic kind of application of the ,''National Poverty Classification."
A student from a family within the classification is considered disadvantaged.
/ Bgcause occupation and income are strongly related to educational level
aftained, a definition of disadvantage based on economic criteria includes
( ose in the lower range of educational achievement as well. Havighurst
Has noted (1970), "there is no single ethnic group of any size that can be
! baid to be disadvantaged educationally and ‘economically as a whole group
’ / [p. 314]." He goes on, however, to estimate that the bottom 15-20% of the
/] population in income and educational achievement contains about 20 million
English~speaking Caucasians, 8 million Negroes, 2 million Spanish-Americans,
! 700,000 Puerto Ricans, and 500,000 American Indians. In terms of compa-
/ rable ethnic p%bportionsh that would mean 117 of the English-speaking
" Caucasians, 407% of the Blacks, 33% of the Mexican-Americans, 50% of the
, Puerto Ricans, and 70% of the American Indians. Thus, significant propor-
] tions of at least four major cultural groups whose members are racial or
' ethnic minorities are caughc in the net of the definition of dlsadvantage.
. . s
. * This section, however, 1s not concerned with the legallstlc or adminis-
trative deflnltlon of ' qlsadvantaged " but with theories, models, and
constructs that purport to explain the failure.of the target group or groups
/ to achieve as rfadily and as well, or to persist in school to the same
/ extent as do th middle or upper class.
/TN ‘

Scarcely more than a decade or two ago, this posed no apparent problem .
of explamration. Those who failed to achieve readily in school were frequently
.thought to be simply those with learning difficulties caused by lack of
scholastic aptitude, motivation to succeed, or financial capability to

. persist. Achievement motivation proved to be a rationalization, or explana-
tion after the fact, rather than a useful trait--at least there were dif-
ficulties in def%hing it sufficiently to permit the development of measures
that could be shown to be related to subsequent achievement. Conventional
tests of scholastic aptitude, or a combination’ of test s¢ores and past
performance,,have,served as predictors of academic success that cannot be
significantly improved, as Fishman stated in 1962«

+ ...it would hardly seem to be too much of an exaggeration to
say that nequy every investigator of higher education has
‘done”a study predicting,college achievement or adjustment.
It .also seems that every investigator has done only one
such study. )

What is the upshot of all this research on college
selection and guidance? Unfortunately, it can all be
summarized rather briefly. The most usual predictors are .
high school grades and scores on a standardized measure p

™ of scholastic aptltude. The usual criterion is the fresh- -~
mgp,average. The average multiple correlation obtained
when aiming the usual predictors at the usual criterion is -
- : approximately .55, The gain in the multiple correlation upon
adding a personality test score to one or both of the usual
predictors, holding the criterion constant, is usually less
than .05 [p. 668-669]. . »

!
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‘The civil rights movement 3nd related forces seem to have brought into
clear national focus a deeper insight into the ability-deficit explanation
of failure to enter or to perform satisfactorily in college. Large .components
of racial and ethnic subgroups of the population fall into difficulties from
failure to persist in school. If our society has practiced wholesale dis-
crimination in withholding social, economic, and educational opportunity from
these subgroups, forces growing out of that discrimination may be responsible
for failures in educational attainment--or 1ndeed for failures in redressing
the wrongs of past discrimination by simple removal of such barriers as
the financial (as, at the higher education level, through provision of
low-cost educational opportunity or financial aid). Greater efforts by
society than these must be made to find eftective ways to faciligrate the
educational treatment of groups that may have suffered, whatever the personal
traits of their members, from prejudicial and discriminatory practices of
society-at-large. More effective educatiogal treatment, howevery demands
insights into the cause for relative failurgf ’ :
/
In this effort to hypothesize why minofity or poverty groups have .
difficulty in conventional educational programs, there have been, in the
last decade, what appear to be two opposing camps. One is exemplified by ., ‘
Jensen (1969) who argues for genetic bases for learning difficulties much
as did Shuey (1958) a decade edrlier. This argument places the blame for the
condition on the individual or his minority subculture. The other camp
_attributes causality not to the intrinsic characteristics of the minority
subculture,. but to the constriction ¢f that minority by the majority culture. -
For example, Amos and Grambs (1968) define the culturally disadvantaged as
"those who are the products of a culture that has not provided them with
motivations, opportunities, experiences and relationships that will enhance
_their chances of competing successfully with their fellow citizens in all
phases.of life." . *

<

*

From either concept, strategies for easement can indeed be formulated.

. If a discriminatory society is at fault, it can become penitent and redress
its sins by giving more of that which has .been denied. In the case of
assumption of genetic differences, the problem becomes one of alternate
instructional strategies ‘that are not lock—step with the usual wholesale
approach to instruction. But emerging m1nor1Ly group spokesmen have been
quick to point out that nost labels--deprlved disadvantaged, etc.-=—-suggest
an inferiority of the individuals or groups so labeled, whether attributing
deficit to biological or genetic traits characteristic of members of a .
racial or-ethnic group, or to deticiencie$s characteristic of the culture
of that group. Particularly where discrete or identifiable groups are
invoived, the attribution of inferiority in such pejorative characterizations
reeks of the very essence of prejudice. As Thomas (1970) stated in a paper
delivered before the 137th annual convention of the Amerlcan Association for,
the Advancement, of Sciénce: . . '

: . . - w

JThe terms, disadvantaged, high rlsk etc. are viewed with disdain
. by the groups to which the terms have been attached. Besides
connoting a diminutionsof worth, these terms have a way of not L

-
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. placing enough emphasis on the fact that it is our society
. that has produced the high-risk, disadvantaged and deprived
students. .
Those explanations of failure submitted by the first camp of those who
! attribute cause tg the individual or his subculture are what Williams -
(197C) describes as the "deficit model which assumes that Black people
are deficient when compared to whites in some measurable trait called
intelligence, and that this deficiency is due to genetic or cultural
factors or both [p. 65]." Williams sees the kind of defiuition
characierizing the other camp (which blames the prejudicial society) as more
satisfactory. This he calls the "cultural difference" model, which

-~ " asserts that the differences noted by psychologists in intel-
. ligence testing, family #nd social organizations and the -

L studies of the Black community are not the result of pathology,

’ faulty learning, or genetic inferiority,... [but] are manifesta-

tions of a viable and well-delineated culture of the Black- )

’ American [p. 65]. ,

1 .
This point of view is reflected by Clark (1969), who sees learning difficulties
of minorities as a function of: - ’

the total pattern- of racial prejudice, discrimination, and
.. segregation found in a racist society...[which] blocks the
capacity of school personnel to teach minority group children
with the same observable efficiency as that given other
.children (p. 60].
-7 . ,r‘ -,

. Similar reasoning by Stone (in press), hgs led to his proposing the term
- "disequalized" rather than "disadvantaged,' toward postulating observable

deficits as a function of punitive or discriminatofy pressures exerted on

the minority individual by the majority rather than as a functjon of simple
> inabilities of tiie individual members of the minority or of minority cultural

’

deficiencies. .

For some time, there have been spokesmen who have argued for emphasizing
the neutral or positive characteristics of the minority culture, not only to
escape the pejorative characterization of labels implying individual or
cultural inferiority,nornecessarily to blame the majority cg;pure rather
than the minority group member or subculture, but also_te direct the search

! for more effective -educational strategies. For example, Riessman (1962)
has pointed out the need to emphasize positive characteristics in ovder tc
eradicate the negative or patefﬂalistic views prevalent among those who deal
with members of the poverty culture (e.g., social workers, teachers, psychol-

. ogists).” He pictures the so-called '"culturally deprived' child as a member
of an extended, rather than a broken family. Such a child, he then reasons,
tends to identify himself more readily as a member of a group than as an
individual, and is accustomed to acting aggressively rather than passively.
If this is so, Riessman feels that, to be successful, an educational program

should provide self-respect and direction rather than indiscriminant love.

Kenneth Johnson (1970) has observed:

: 28
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To say that a person is culturally deprived is to say that
he’is at a disadvantage in some system but not necessarily
in any system. Thus the nature of the system in which he
is disadvantaged must be specified. The system in which
the ghetto dweller finds himself at a disadvantage is the
economic system.

Johnson's -formulation suggests the possibility that the ghetto dweller,
for example, may have traits that are adaptive and necessary for survival in
tic ghetto environment, and that these traits serve to keep him out of or
to hamper him in other environments or systems. Application to training
in the Job Corps, where money or special privileges rather than a grade of
"A" was used as a reward for achievement, suggests that minorities may
progress in a conventional educational environment if parts of it are
modified enough tha't the behavior styles, success patterns, and some of the
values ¢f the cultural minority can be accommodated and enlisted.

In a comprehensive review of theoretical models of poverty and the poor,
Valentine (1969) points to three ideological schools of thought. Model I
portrays a ''self-perpetuating subsociety with the defective, unhealthy sub-
fulture." Model II is that of an "externally oppressed society with an
imposed, exploited subculture." Model III is a "heterogeneous subsociety
with variable, adaptive subcultures.'" Valentine contends that the’ first
model is the "chief underpinning for dominant public policy initiatives"
and it has already failed. Model II'has its basis in the philosophy of the
radical left; it is theoretically sound but difficult to implement in the
nonutopia we live in. Valentine himself subscribes to Model III, with all
of its implications for the formulation of a universal concept of culture.
I’e concludes: ’

Each way of life can be seen as a uniquely creative and

continually developing synthesis in which human universals

and group particularities are inseparable. Similarly, this

view will grant a basic.human worth and dignity to all sub-

societies and to each subculture. This requires a consistent

refusal to derogate any subsystem simply because it seems

to violate one's own sectional values or to threaten one's

own subgroup interests ip. 147].

In’a later paper Valentine (1971) goé& so far as to reject both the
"biological-deficit" model and the "culture-difference'" model. The former
model, he states, cannot be proven. He feels that the "culture-difference”
model is theoretically sound, but needs to be extended. Although still
supporting the idea of ethnic difference and diversity, he now proposes
that Afro-Americans are "bi-cultural." They simultaneously exhibit behavior
of mainstream culture and hold Afro-American traditions. This formulation
points up the dangers in trying to work from too stereotyped or exclusive
a view of a given minority culture without realizing that some aspects of
the white majority culture may have been partially cr wholly assimilated.
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Yet, in these several formulations, and the controversies that have
engulfed them, it is apparent that much more is at work than attempts to
explain deficit in educational achievement and/or attainment. First, there
is an attempt to find a neutral concept and a label that is nonderogatory
to provide a justification for the deficit. Before very long, however—-
particularly if the concept becomes a part of popular language--it becomes a
euphemism for the group so labeled and for whatever stereotypes are involved.
As Friedman (1967) said of the term cultural deprivation, "...it was
pctentially something more--a popular image." A completely uninvolved
visiter from another planet could probably find a biological deficit, a
cultural deficit, a cultural difference, or a bicultural conflict theory
equally worth attention, and conclude that what the progression of terms
illustrates best is that the human being resents, resists, d replaces
labels for groups he identifies with that for whatever reasork have or come
to have negative connotations to him or others.

Another important generalization may be drawn from several formulations
and their justifications. That is, they may reflect or evoke concern in a
dominant culture for its sins of discrimination, thus enlisting political,
economic, social, and institutional interest in the cause of redress (i.e.,
the term 'deprived" suggests, for the dominant society, action to provide
whatever has been withheld). Yeot, the formulations may serve still for
those who identify with the group sustaining the deficit as a reminder of
that deficit and recognition of it by those outside the group. It is only
natural, ther, to challenge the formulation. )

. The evolution of concepts and labels attests something still more
important--that is, the search for an explanation of deficit is moving toward
positive elements that create a beauty, a reasonable source of pride, and an
unanxious identity, both for the group labeled and for those interacting with
that group. The situation becomes a pglitical/cultural—interaction process
where blame-setting--on the individual, the cultural minority, the majority
culture or its institutions (including the schools)--is of limited utility
in relieving the deficit unless that blame can be accepted sufficiently by
the component blamed to permit an honest and aggressive search for ways to
improve the condition,

Thus, the critical question remains: Whatever the origin of restricted
academic achievement and attainment, how remove it? If conventional tests
of scholastic aptitude only identify those who perform well in conventional
educat ional prcgrams, how modify those programs to capitalize on whatever
other traits and qualities the individual may have? How modify the reward
system to make it instrumental, and how change the expectancy to yield a,
higher level of aspiration and persistence? Friedenberg has stated:

Urgent as the need for a massive increase in support for
black and other "disadvantaged" students was and is, it
seems grotesque for [the proponents of these groups], to
conceive their problem as a matter of test bias.... What
, is needed to respond more adequately to the needs of
""disadvantaged" is not a more thorough and ingenious
canvags among them for the qualities society rewards,
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but a broader and more adventurous--and more gracious--con-
ception of what constitutes a socially valuable attribute,

~ That the search for appropriate instructional strategies may indeed
produqe results not bound by traditional measures of scholastic aptitude is
demonstrated in a well-designed and carefully controlled study by Rohwer
(1971). He administered a test.of paired associates to middle-income Whites
and to low-income Blacks. Such a test, he feels, "not only permits but usually
elicits mental activity of considerable ingenuity," but also (a) relates to
tests of school achievement, (b) duplicates the kind of school learning
required of-children, and (c¢) produces reliable measures for children of
widely varying background. On this test, which he sees as conceptual in
nature, the usual gap between white and Black does not emerge. He concludes:
2
The ‘model does have pronounced educational implications.... It
‘implies that any type of learning proceeds best when conditions
are such that conceptual activity is elicited in the learmer,
whether the conceptual activity called for is formal or imagina-
tive... it implies that some students should be presented informa-
tion for learning in such a way as to permit acquisition by means
of imaginative conceptual activity, while for other students .
the subject matter should be preserrted so that it can be acquired
by means of formal conceptual activity. The model also implies
that, for low-SES students, care should be taken to provide ‘
ample opportunities for acquiring information and skills missed
because of inadequate early environmental experience. Of equal
importance, these opportunities should be tailored to the
students' relative propensities for formal or imaginative con-
ceptual activity. Simply, the argument is that a given subject
matter can be mastered efficiently either by the route of formal
or that of imaginative conceptual activity, depending on the
propensities of the students being taught; the corollary argument
. is that the achievement of mastery by means of rote activity
is probably inappropriatg for all students [p. 204].

Improved educational systems for the disadvantaged must go beyond utili-
zation of new cognitive patterns and probiem-solving styles to consider
revised reward systems. Havighurst (1970) has recently drawn heavily on .
the research regarding general reinforcements in leaming of young children,
and has concluded that disadvantaged subcultures carry their children along
the evolutionary path at different rates and in different ways, that there
are differences between ethnic subcultures among disadvantaged groups in the
reward systems taught their children, and that to be effective in our
majority culture a reward system must be based on a strong ego, yielding in
turn a sense of personal control and responsibility. From such conclusions,
Havighurst is able to postulate a number of strategies for -the better ‘
instruction of disadvantaged minority groups which include use of a hier-
archy of reward levels, knowledge of which are operating in any given class,
more liberal use of rewards, helping the child to strengthen his ego as a
controller which can be utilized to reward his behavior, and finally,
assistance to the parents.

o X 2
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Havighurst's approach is positive. Too frequently, however, the man
on the street, or in the admissions office of most higher education institu-
tions, or on the lecture platform still interprets disadvantage as does
Egerton (1968):

"High Risk' studepts are those whose lack of money, low stand-
R ardized test scores, erratic high school records and race/
class/cultural characteristics, taken together, place them
at a disadvantage in competition with the preponderant mass
of students in the colleges they wish to enter. They are
students who are seen as long-shot prospects, for success,
but who demunstrate some indefinable and unmeasurable quality--
motivation, creativity, resilience, leadership, personality
or whatever--which an admissions gffiée might interpret as “
a sign of strength offsetting the customary indicators of
probable success [p. 7]. .
The damage of 'such a view is that deficit is recognized and taken as
"real, and the only way seen to salvation is for the student to exhibit some
majority characteristic associated with 'strength" or promise of "success."

The answer probably lies in, the emerging laboratory's ability to find
alternate instructional strategies powerful enough to break the back of
traditional approaches and reward systems and the accumulata of three
centuries of elitism in higher education. That there is the possibility of’
a difterent elitism-free system is probably well attested by Cole and Bruner
(1971), who take issue with the cultural deficit definition, and who provide
a data- and theory-based case that, in their minds, casts doubt on the
conclusion that a deficit exists in minority group children, and even raises
doubts as to whether any nonsuperficial differences exist among different
cultural groups. They lean heavily on modern linguists who have reexamined
the traditional educational theories, and then they examine some of these
theories from the perspective of behavioral research. They conclude, in
an argument that should be read in the original form:

Psychologists concerned with comparative research, and com-
parisons of social and ethnic group differences in particular,
must take seriously the study of the way different groups
organize the relation between their hands and minds; without
assuming the superiority of one system over another, they
must take seriously the dictum that man is a cultural animal.
When cultures are in competition for resources, as they are
today, the psychologist's task is to analyze the source of
cultural differences so that those of the minority, the less
powerful group, may quickly acquire the intellectual instru-
ments necessary for success in the dominant culture, should
" they so choose {[p. 875].

The social scientist, together with the educatjional practitioner, must
search for ways in which to improve and equalize educational opportunity to
the fullest extent technically possible. The determination of cause of
the disadvantaged student's failure to achieve in school at the same rate
or failure to persist in school for as long as the nondisadvantaged, may
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help to formulate new instructional strategies and to ease other conditions
in society that hold the disadvantaged back. Without invoking the difficult
question of causality, the postulating of associated conditions may also
help to chdnge educational and societal conditions that impinge on minorities.
Yet, what all of the foregoing considerations attest is that any label

that becomes generally popular also has personal and political implications
for those people grouped under that rubric. Most of the arguments found..

in the literature for a concept of cultural deprivation or disadvantage,or
difference or dlsequallzatlon or whatever cgeem to have been.invoked, then
later attacked, and subsequently floundered, .all as a function of political
pressures rather than on the basis of empirical research findings that

would affirm or refute the factors postulated.

The begst use of any formulatlon of a social science principle may be

wvhether it is useful or not useful, not whether it is true or untrue.

What is useful to the practitioner iu attempting to improve intervention
strategies may be harmful to the minority group member in attempting to
improve his own status or self-image, as long as he is confronted, as he

. must inevitably and eternally be, by the fact that he is a minority in a

majority society. What would seem to be needed on the one hand is a
persistent research and developmental effort that is concerned with more
substantive questions than whether tests are culturally biased (when it may
be more accurate to state they reflect a conventional majority-oriented
educational system); and, on the other hand, a reasonable recognition of and
attention to the very reasonable needs of the identifiable minorities to be
"labeled or treated in ways that serve to enhance their striving for a reasonable
and’self—sustaining role in society, and their attainment of that role.

“

- , P
C. Enrollment Trends and Current Status of Disadvantaged
Students in Higher Education Institutions

t , -

In the previous section, reference has been made to the fact that the
nation's poor--and their heavy compoients of racial and ethnic minorities--

fail to achieve as well or to persist as long in educational programs. This
should be particularly apparent in any census of the college and university
student population, analyzed for race and/or family income. To what extent '
has any deficit in educational achievement and persistence, and the obvious
financial disadvantage, resulted in restriction of numbers of these students

| in college? And are there trends that reveal any significant changes taking

t place? )

; Before turning to these questions, some population bases are needed

[ as a perspective for viewing the distribution of students in higher education

’ institutions. Given the definition of disadvantage used by USOL in administer-

t ing Special Services Programs, a first concern is: What is the distribution

§ of the general and college populdations by income levels? Estimates provided
; by the Bureau of Census for 1971 are shown in Table 2-1.
]

?
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The data in Table 2-1 show that while 18.4% of the families in the U. S.
in 1971 had incomes below $5,000, only 8.77% of the students in college came
from such families. In the $15,000 plus range are found about 25% of
the families, but about 38% of the college population is from this income
range. Because of the tendency for poorer families to have larger numbers
of children than middle- or upper-affluence families, the discrepancies
would probably be even greater if family gize could be taken into account. .

Table 2-2 illustrates the same phenomenon in a different way. For 18- to
24-year-olds in the general population from families with income below $3,000,
only about one in seven were in college in October 1971, and about one of
every five 18- to 24- -year-olds from families in the $3,000 to $4,999sincome
bracket were in college. For families in the $15,000-plus range, almost 6
of every 10 were in college. Given a median national income of something
over $10,000 in that year, it would appear that about half of the 18- to
24-year-olds from such families are in college.

The most recent reliable data on the distribution of the general and
college populations by race are provided by a census conducted in the fall
of 1970 by the Office of Civil Rights, USOE (USOE, OCR-72-8), and by the 1970
census. Table 2-3 shows the general population by the racial categories
available from the 1970 census, and the full-time college population by the
same categories in the fall of that year.
The generalizations from the data in Table 2-3 are hampered by the fact
that the proportions within a given racial group who are in the 18- to 24-

‘year-old age range do not necessarily agree with the proportions in other

groups. The Native Americans, in particular, have a larger proportion of
their group in this age range, because of their sharply reduced longevity
compared with other racial/ethnic groups. Table 2-4 draws from data provided
by the numbers of 18- to 24-year-olds in three racial/ethnic groups, the
portion in each instance enrolled as full-time students in college, and the y
propcrtion of the base population group that portion represents. Whereas
about 23% of the total 18- to 24-year-olds are full-time students in college,
only about 157 of the Blacks in this age range, and about 11% of persons

of Spanish origin, are full-time students in college.

The general task analysis of the data presented in Tables 2-1 to 2-4
has been most thoroughly attempted by Crossland (1971), although he was forced,
for the year 1970, to work with estimates from figures not broken down by race
so well as those provided by the 1970 census, Office of Civil Rights and
other surveys after 1972, His estimates for 1970 are shown in Table 2-5.
These .data are comparable to columns 4 and 5 of Table 2-3, except that Table
2-3 counts only full-time college students and Table 2-5 probably reflects
all college students, whether full- or part-time, at both the undergraduate
and graduate levels.

-

Comparison with the data provided previously is justified in this review,
because of the prominence and wide dissemination of Crossland's report, and
its frequent use in est*matlng what changes are required to achieve a
better balance. Crossland's estimates appear low for the number of Native
Americans against those found in the 1970 Office of Civil Rights survey.
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Table 2-1

'Distribution of the General and College- .

Student Populations, by Income (1971)%*
(Numbers in Thousands)

1 "2 : 3 4 , 5 a
No. of Families % of Ne._of College % of
in U. S. of ~ Total Students in U.S. ©Total
Income Given Income of Family Income
0 - 2,999 4,365 8.2 185 3.
3,000 - 4,999 5,462 10.2 353 5.7
5,000 - 9,999 15,869 29.8 1,527 24.6
10,000 - 14,999 14,360 260.9 1,806 29.1
15,000 - + 13,240 24.8 2,340 37.7
Total 53,296 100 6,210 ) 100

%
* Source: U. $. Burcau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series
P-20, No. 241, "Social and Economlc Characteristics of Students:
October 1971." U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington D.C.,

1972, p. 9.
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Table 2-2

Proportion of 18- to’24-Year 0lds in College (1971)

from Various Family Income Levels*
(Numbers in Thousands)

1 2 3 4.
N Number 18- to 24— Number 18- to 24— Proportion of 18-
Year—~0lds in Year-0lds in to 24-Vear-0lds

Faniily Income Population ¥% College¥*# in Collcle
0 - 3,000 1,371 . 206 . 15.0
3,000 - 4,999 2,017 424 21.0
5,000 - 7,999 4,076 1,137 27.9
8,000 - 9,999 2,951 1,000 33.9
10,000 - 14,999 7,460 3,133 42,0
15,000 + 6,780 3,919 57.8

7 Source: U. S. Burcau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-20,
No. 241, "Social and Economic Characteristics of Students: October
1971." U. S. Government Printing Office, Washington, b.C., 1972,
p. 8. .

**Figures for 18- to 24~year olds in each income group are approximate.
Available analyses are for 16- to 2l-year—olds and 22~ to 24~year-olds,
The figure usgd here was derived by adding.66% of the 16- to 21-year~olds
figure to the ‘actual 22- to 24~year-olds figure,

*** Figures in column 3 derived by applying proportions in column 4 to figures
in column 2. : ) )
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Table 2-3

The 1970 General and Full-Time College Population

by Racial/Ethnic Group#
(Numbers in Thousands)

) Percent of
General  Percent of Total = College Total College

TT— - Race Population Population Population Population
American Indian 793 .4 28.5 . 0.5
Negro 22,580 11.1 344.8 - 6.9
Oriental (N.A. Included in All Others) ‘50.7 1:0
Spanish Surname 9,105 K 4.5 102.8 2.1

| ALl Others 170,734 84.0 4,439.5 89.4 i

' Total | 203,212 100.0 4,965.8 100.0

* Source of data: for columns 2 and 3, U. S. Bureau of the Cénsus, Census of
Population: 1970, "General Population Characteristics,” Final Report, PC (1)
- B1 U. S. Summary, U. S. Government Printing Office, Washington, b.C., 1972.
Table 48; for columns 4 and 5, Racial and Ethnic Enrollment Data from Insti-

. © tutions of Higher Education, Fall 1970 (OCR-72-8) Washington, D.C.,

Government Printing Office, undated.
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Table 2-4

Numbé{s of the 18- to 24-Year-0lds in the General

and Full-Time College Population, by Race: Fall, 1972%

«

N

AY

(Numbers in Thousands)

\
'Genéﬁal Full-Time College Propurtion of Age-
Race Population Population Group in College
\
”
Black 2,986 ~\ 436 14.6
.y Spanish Origin 1,338\ 143 10.7
\
All Others 21,315 \ 4,834 v 22.7
Total 24,579 5,359 21.8
* Seurce: U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series
P-20, No. 247, '"School EnrolIment in the U.S.: 1972," U. S.
Government Printing QOffice, Washington, D.C., 1972, p. 3.
¢ 4 N
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o o Table 2-5

~ L]

,Estimated Composition of the 1970 Higher Education
" Enrollment by Racial/Ethnic Origin* -
(Mumbers in Thousards)

\i.

- .
.

Race ' ﬁggggg Percent of [Total-
Black 470 5.8. .
Mexican-Americans 50 ’.‘ ‘. 0.6 -
Puerto Ricans 20 : . 0.3
Native Americans 4 o _ _ oi S
A1l Others 7,506 - 93.2 .
Total ) 8,050 , 100.0 ,

} ‘ '

* Source: Crossland (1971), p.13. Although not stated explicitly injthe
description of the Table, estimates probably reflect numbers‘of
full- and part-time students at all, levels (undergraduate and
. gradugte)® v r . N
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Crossland's estimate of the number of Native-Americans iu the. general

. population, 700,000 (p. 10), also appears low against the actual census
count in 1970 (793,000) and it is not ‘clear how he estimated Natiﬁé American
enrollment 'n college. The writers aré aware, however, of reports that some
college stuaents sometimes were felt.to respond to the OCR census by identify-
ing themselves as "Indians," as a lark, when indeed they were not of Native
American ancestry. Thus, the OCR data may te inflated. in this regard. Also,
the exclusion of part-time students in the OCR dacg, against Crossland's
estimates, suzgests that the minorities ‘do not appear as frequently as part-
time students as do whites. Yat, puiting the two together in 1970, between
.1 and .5% of the college population are Native Américans, between 5.8 and
6.9%4 are Black, and between .9 (Mexican-Americans and Puerto Ricans) and
2.17% (Spanish surname) are of Spanish-speaking'origin.

>
N "These figures only attest that, within the college population, the. .

several racial-ethnic minorities are indeed minorities. The more critical
question is), of course, how much are income .#hd racial factors associated
with diminéition c¢f numbers of those ‘groups in college, in comparison with
the rest of the population? Crossland_ (1971, p, 15) bLased his estimates of
mincrity underrepresentation not on the: proportion of students in collegc as
a function of numbexs in the age group, but as a function of numbers in the
total population. He estimated 2.0% of Black Americans are enrolled, 1.0%

> of Mexican-Americans, 1.3% of Puerto Ricans, 0,6% of American Indians,
against 4.3% of all others. To increase tﬁ?rm;nority(groups to rarity, he
states: . . . .

-
2y

thezeétimated black enrollment in i§70 would have to-
" be increased by 543,.000. (from 470,000 to 1,013,000)--an
._increase of 116 percent ¢
the estimated Mexican-American enrollment in 1970
would have to be increased by 165,000 (from 50,000 to
215,000)--an increase of 330 percent
‘ the estimated Puerto Rican enrollment in 1970 would
{ have to be increased by 45,000~(§rom 20,000 to 65,000)--
an increase of 225 percent . )
the estimated American Indian enrollment in 1970 would
have, to be increased by 26,008 (from 4,800 to 30,000)--an
. increase of 650 percent [p.” 16].,

4
-~

. Working from the perhaps more accurate bases of the 1972 summary report
of the Bureayu of the Census, (i.e., from the data provided in Table,2-4), the
- cromparable estimates (developed by applying the 22.7% of the 18- to 24-year-old
‘white population in college to tle numbers of the 18- to£24—year-olds in the
minority groups)}would be: .

-- the estimated Black enrollment ip 1972 would have to he
increased by 244,000 (from 436,000 to 680,000), an increase
of 5b% \ -
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-- the estimated Spanish-origim enrollmen& would have to be
increased by 177,000 (from 143 000 to ‘320 000), an increase
of 124%

A similar projection for Native Americans is hampered by not having
readily available an estimate or census of the number of the total . Indian
population of 793,000 in 1970 (Table 2-3) who were in the 18-24 age group; -
and, the OCR estimate of 28,500 Native Americans in college in 1970 (Table
2- 3) is wure than seven times higher than the Crossland estimate. The
number of Native Americans in college needs to be verified, and chen
examined as a proportion of the number within the college-age group, to
determine if under these assumptions parity does not exist.”

.Thus, though the two sets of projections for a racial parity. are based
on different assumption the ,projections using the more recent census and
OCR data are much more” oonservative. It is nevertheless clear that racial
parity did not exist for Blacks or individuals of Spanish origin in 1970,
and that the greater inequity existed for those of Spanish origin.

A flaw in .the Crossland projections and in the foregoing reformulation—-
given the definition of disadvantage--is that they a¥e concerned only with
the racial-ethnic minorities. The poor white is also "disadvantaged." Similar
estimates of what increases would be needed and proper for poor whites,cannot
be readily drawn on the same assumptions, for the number at which parity is

‘reached is defined as a proportion of minorities in college that is equivalent
‘to the proportion of college-going whites among-’all whites.

>

The argument for racial parity is not rélevant for poor ﬁhites; yet, .
social class bias and' any impacts of poor environment can be postrulated as
affecting this group in some of the same ways as racial minorities are
affected. Also, one is faced now with the inevitability that an even
distribution of proportions of the various categories of family income in
college is not a realistic objective.

The potential weight of the issue, however, is shown by census data on
income cross-tabulated by rvace. Of the total population from families at
income levels below $3 000, there ar®e 4,424,000 families representing
12,612,009 individuals This is made up of about 34287,000 white and
l,l36,000 nonwhite famiiies, or abovt 9,085,000 whites and 3,527,000 non-
whites. In short, 727% of the nation's poor are white, and 28% are nonwhite

" (U. S. Bureau of the Census, i972). The fact that the number of poor whites

caught in this extreme poverty net is almost three times the number of all
others indicates a considerable pool of nonminorities who also have limitations
placed on their upward mobility by the fact that fewer can afford higher
education, . . ,

Of the total population of 18- to 24-year-olds from families below an
income of $3,000, 204,000 or 15% are in.college (Table 2-2). To bring this
group to college at the same rate as students in the modal income category
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($10,000 - $l4,999; where 427 of 18- to 24-yeéar-olds are in college) would
involve finding ways to move an additiconal 138,000 poor whites and 48,000
poor nonwhites into institutions of Righer education. ‘

Before looking at enrollment trends over time, an even more conservative
estimate of what would be needed to achieve parity by racial group should be
noted. Berls (unpublished, undated, working paper), working with data on
white and nonwhite 18-year-olds from a report of the U. S. Department of
Labor (1969), found as follows: in 1963, of 354,000 18-year-old nonwhites,
126,000 or 36% graduated from high school and 48,000 or 38% of the high
school graduates entered college. For whites in the same year, of 2,478,000
l8-ygar-olds »615,00C or 65% were high school graduates, and 736,000 or
46% of the high school graduates entered college. By 1968, however, there
were 303,000 nonwhite high school graduates and 140,000 nonwhite college
entrants--gains of 140 and 191 percent. He goes on to state:

If nonwhites had graduated ‘from high school in 1967 at the same
rate as whites, then there would have to have bean about 59,000
more nonwhite high school graduates in that yéar. An increase
of 59,000 is not beyond the realm of immediate possibility when
we consider that nonwhite high school graduates ipcreascd about
45,000 in 1968 over 1967, and 49,000 in 1967 over 1966--a growth
of 94,000 in just two years. So if present trends continue,
nonwihites soon ought to begin to graduate from high school in

. numbers approximating the white rate of high school completion.

The additional 59,000 nonwhite high school graduates needed to
attain parity with whites in rate of high school completion )
would, therefore, have provided a nonwhite high school completion
rate the-.same as the white rate of 75.6 percent. (The latter
figure is derived by multiplying the white rate for entrance to
high school of 97 percent by the 78 percent completion rate which
yields an adjusted high school graduation rate of 75.6 percent.)
When the "gap" of 59,000 is added to the 303,000 nonwhite high
school graduates of 1968, this would have increased the number
of nonwhite high school “graduates to 362,000, which is 75.37 per-
cent of the total 479,000 eighteen-year-old nonwhites in 1968.

- - +
For parity in collegé entrance, about 32,000 more nonwhite entrants
to college were needed in 1968 if nonwhites were to have begun
college injthe same proportion as whites. As with the Ligh school
graduates, /there are good chances for achieving this rate when we
observe that nonwhite entrants to college increased by 32,000 in
1968 over 1967. ‘Thus we probably continue to expect large

9.,‘ gains in the nonwhite rate of high school graduation and college

.. entrance since relatively small numbers are needed to make large
percentage increases. The necessary increase of 32,000 more
nonwhite college entrants would, if attained, result in the same
proportion of nonwhites entering college as whites did in 1968--
slightly less than 57 percent of the graduates of the high
school class of 1968. Thirty-two thousand additional nonwhite
entrants to college added to the 140,000 who entered in 1968
sums to 172,000 which is 56.7 percent of the 303,000 nonwhite
high school graduates in 1968.

“
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Taking an increase of 32,000 per year, and assuming progressive attrition
rates of 20% in the second year, 30% in the third, and 10% in the fourth would
yield an increased undergraduate enrollment four years later as follows:

> . entering freshmen 32,000

: - entering sophomores 25,600
) entering juniors 17,920
entering seniors 16,128

or a total increase of about 92,000 nonwhite students.

Not much will be provided from the literature as to the distributions of
minority students geographically or by institutional type: better estimates
are provided in the report of other activities within the current project
appearing in Chapter 3 of this report (for detailed report, see separate ETS
project report, PR-73-16, Burkheimer & Davis, 1973).

While institutions o0f higher education now enroll 'over 500,000 college
age youth from the racial and ethnic minorities, many have obviously been
unwilling to recruit! high school students with academic, financial and,
often, social deficiencies, and the result is a very uneven distribution
among institutions of various kinds. Egerton's (1968) survey of high risk
st®ents in 215 predominantly white four-year colleges was somewhat dismal
in outlook. He found that private institutions were more likely to provide
special programs and services for the disadvantaged than were public institu-
tions. "Sixty percent of the responding public institutions said they have
no hign risk programs of any sort, while two-thirds of the private ones
reported some involvement [p. 13]." This situation existed, despite the
apparent willingness of public institutions in the past to relax admissions
standards for athletes and veterans. He also concluded that most high-risk
‘programs were established because of the concern of single individuals rather
than as a result of total institutional commitment or foundation support.
Unfortunately, communications between those institutions developing success-
ful programs and those encountering problems were inadequate, and Egerton
reports that many efforts were consequently abaudoned in midstream.

i

Egerton (1969) reached the following conclusions about assessing the
number of Black Americans in public universities:

o The 1967 canvass conducted by the U. S. Office of Civil Rights
was the most accurate survey to that date. However, many state
universities kept no records of students by race, and relied
on estimates or head counts for statistics.

&

0 Almost half of full-time Black students were freshmen. There
were indications that Blacks were better represented in part-
time statistics. p

o Just under 2% of.all full-time undergraduates in the state and
land-grant universities were Black Americans.
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o Only two of the universities surveyed had a full-time enrcllment
of Black students in excess of 5%,

o 350,000 Black Americans were enrolled in higher education in
1969; this contrasts with the Census Bureau figure of ‘492,000
(4.7% vs. 6.6%).

Bayer and Boruch (1969a; 1969b) surveyed 83,000 students in four-year
institutions, using data collected by the American Council on Education
in 1966 and 1967. Their conclusions are remarkably similar to those of
Egerton (1969):

o The proportion of Black students entering colleges had changed
upward but only slightly in the preceding few years.

o Fifty percent of the colleges in the U. S. had less than 2%
Black students in their freshman enrollments.

¢ More than 75% had an enrollment of Black students which was 5%
or less of the entering class.
o Special recruitment and admissions programs seemed to have had
. little impact.

In a sample of minority recruitment policies in 129 four-year Midwestern
colleges, support for Egerton's (1968) findings are reported by Willingham
(1970a) who concluded that, although three out of five senior institutions
were actively recruiting minority students, private liberal arts colleges
were more likely to set up special programs to try to retain these students.
In the colleges ,surveyed, seven out of ten minority students returned after
their freshman year. (This, incidentally, corresponds roughly to the
retention rate for all freshmen.) Although few minority students were on
predominantly white campuses, Willingham optimistically noted that associated
institutional change in admissions policies, grading, and academic rein-
forcement programs is beginning to occur.

In assessing changlng patterns of accessibillty to colleges and
universities for all students, Ferrin (1971) compared Willinghaim's (1970a)
data with comparable 1958 statistics. Histmajor findings were:

"0 The proportion of freshmen in public two-year colleges doubled
from 20% to 40% in the decade between 1958 and 1968.

0o Low-cost hut moderately selective colleges doubled in number -
during this period. .

o Twelve percent more young people of college age lived withdn
‘ commuting distance of free-access colleges in 1968 than in -
1958.

o Loss of students through ihcreased selectivity and urbaniza-
fion counterbalanced the 18% increase of Puerto Ricans and
Mexican Americans. 3

‘e
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‘Crossland (1971) has provided estimates of a dramatic shift in Black
college student enroilment. He noted that in 1970, about two-~thirds of
all Black students were: enrolled in other than traditionally Black
institutions while more than half were enrolled in Black colleges in 1964.
This may be accounted for in large part both by the receptivity and
popularity for Blacks of the pﬁplib two-year colleges, and the more
aggressive minority recruiting programs. ‘Thomas (1970) states that "the
attendance, rates for Black students would be shockingly low [p. 4]" if
the community college statistics weren't taken into account. Unfortunately,
according to Thomas, .

¢
the overwhelming majority of two-year institutions neither .
develop the commitment, establish the same priorities nor utilize
the same precision and creativity in developing the programs and
curricula for the educationally disadvantaged student as they

do for the able student. This student is one of the academi-

cally overlooked--or perhaps ignored [p. 14].

The writers have had an opportunity to study parts of a forthcoming
survey by E. W. Gordon (1971) of special programs for disadvantaged students
in American institutions of higher education. This new survey will update
his earlier study of compensatory programs (E. W. Gordon, 1970), and will
bring some qualitative criteria to bear on this kind of activity. "A most
serious omen for the future education of disadvantaged youth is pointed out
by Gordon's conclusion that "today some schools are more comfortably -
resolving to take fewer risks and to admit those who seem more assured
of success [1971, Chapter X, p.6]."" Although some schools are "continuing
to struggle with the problem of the seriously disadvantaged student," he
notes that '"the burden is shifting to public colleges." This change, he
seems to feel, reflects the "muting" of funding from governmental sources,
the shift of funds from programs to individual students, and a general
regressicn of institutions back to conventional ways of dealing with
students.

Moving from the numbers and distribution of minority or poverty students
to enrollment trends over the years, accurate information is, regrettably,
not available except for Blacks. Several key documents were found that do
provide careful summaries. The first are several unpublished "reports" by
Jaffe and Adams (197la, b, c) of the Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia
University. A second is an unpublished working paper by Berls (undated) of
the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation. Another is a report
by Jacobson (1971).

These reports, reflecting almost exhaustive analysis from a number of
Census Bureau, Labor Department, and National Center for Educational

. Statistics (USOE) documents, in addition to other special surveys by such

organizations as the American Council on Education, seem to show, at first
glarce, a dramatic escalation in the number of Blacks enrolled in colleges &
and universities over vecent years. Berls (unpublished) reports, for
example, a doubling in the numbers of Blacks (or, more precisely in this
paper,. nonwhites} enrolled in higher education in the six year span from
1964 to 1970. i

43




These reports suggest a number of relevant observations that should
be summarized here. First the proportion of Blacks in the total population
is increasing slowly, with the 117% in 1970 projected to rise to about 14.5%
by 1990. -

Moreover, Berls (unpublished) noted unequal trends for white and
nonwhite g—ammar school graduates who enter and graduate from high
school. In 1900, about 51% of the whites, as opposed to about 54% of
the nonwhites, who completed grammar, school entered high school. By
1957, 94% of the whites and 88% of the nonwhites who completed grammar
school entered high school, with the upward'progression relatively even
and constant over the six decades. The minor discrepancy noted between
proportions of white and nonwhite becomes a major discrepancy when one
examines the proportions o. entering high school students who graduate:
in 1900, 64% of the entering whites graduated, against about 58% of the
entering nonwhites; in 1957, 80% of the entering whites and 547% of the
nonwhites graduated. These data show rather clearly that the point of
fall-out for nonwhites has increasingly become within the high school
period, though the number of nonwhite high school graduates as a function
of the number of nonwhites in the population remained very small until
recent decades.

The numbers who enter college depend, of course, on the numbers of
available high school graduates. 1In this connection, Berls (unpublished)
reports that there have been no sharp fluctuations by race since 1900,
with about half of the white and nonwhite male high school graduates,
and about 40% of the white and nonwhite female high school graduates,
entering college. There'has also been a remarkable stability in the pro-
nortion of students entering and graduating from college over the first
half of the century: in 1950, about 41% of white and 43% of nonwhite
females entering college graduated, against 407 and 33%, respectively,
in 1900. For the males, the 1950 proportions were 58/ white and 46% non-
white, and the 1900 proportions were 47% and 46%, respectively. Berls
concludes: .
The long-term stability of the rates of college entrance and
graduation for both races and .sexes indicates that the grow- .
ing numbers of college entrants and graduates have resulted
primarily from the increasing proportions of high school
graduates, and not from ever larger proportions of high
school graduates beginning college.

" Further intensive analyses of recent trends in high school and college
attendance fofr nonwhites by Berls (unpublished), working principdlly from
the Jaffe and Adams (1970, 1971a) data, found that although the white/nonwhite
difference (as proportions of the 18-year-old population) in high school
completion rate gradually widened from 1950 to 1962, it began narrowing in

1963:

...while nonwhites were completing high school in 1963 at only
slightly more than half the white rate, by 1968 the gap had
narrowed Sharply, so that slightly more than 6 of 10 nonwhites
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(as a percentage of 18-year-old nonwhites) were finishing high
school compared to about 7.6 in 10 of whites. Nonwhites were
graduating from high school in 1968 at about the white rate for
1963. !

He concludes that the gap is likély to. continue to narrow. For comparable
data on college entrance, Berls (unpublished) states:

Nonwhites doubled in college entrance and somewhat more than

doubled in high school graduation over the period 1935 to

1962.... For [the six years since 1962], 1963-1968, whites

increased their high school completion and college entrance

rates 31 percent and 77 percent respectively. Nonwhite rates

grew much more rapidly: 140 percent for high school

graduation and almost tripled (191 percent) for college

entrance. Whereas it took from 1935 to 1962 for nonwhites

to double their college rate, and somewhat more than double

their high school completion rate, nonwhites more than doubled

their high school completion and almost tripled their rate

of entrance to college in only 6 rather than 27 years. The

white rate of growth for these twc thresholds is slowing down.

Viith regard to the recent trends in numbers of students in college,
changes over the six year period from 1963 to 1968 again show a much more
rapid growth rate for nonwhites. Berls (unpublished) reports:

The total number of nonwhites in college (age 16-24) slightly
less than doubled from 1963 to 1968 (93.6 percent), whereas
the whites increased at a substantially lower rate--52.5
percent--but from a much bigger base, of course. The women
of both races increased in college at a faster rate than the
men. Of perhaps the greatest importance, however, is that
while nonwhites in college comprised only 11.6 percent of
the 16- to 24-vear-old cohort of high school graduates in
1963, nonwhites in college made up 28.4 percent of this

same age cohort in 1969--more than doubling in the period
1963-1968. The whites grew from 22.4 percent of the age
cohort in college to 35.5 percent. In 1963 the proportion
of nonwhites in college was slightly more than half of the
white proportion, but by 1963 the proportion of nonwhites

in college had increased to 80 percent of the white pro-
portion for the 16- to 24-year-age group of high school
graduates,

Thus, more critical inequities between white and nonwhite in enroll-
ment in and graduation from college seem to result, as noted, not from

failure of high school graduates to enter and complete college, but from

the failure of nonwhites to complete high school. Also, the discrepancies

in college attendance are real, but have been narrowing since 1963. As the
majority of nonwhites are Black, and as Black enrollment in college has
probably been remarkably accelerated by the availability of traditionally
Black colleges, it is unsafe to generalize from these trends to the other
minorities,
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D. Barriers to Access to Higher Education for the Disadvantaged

The underrepresentation of disadvantaged, as d<fined by low income or
by membership in a minority racial or ethnic group, has prompted mich spequ-
lation and some substantial research in barriers to access to higher educa-
tion opportunity. Legal barriers, in existence for so long, have been
effectively removed; in fact, the tenor of compliance requests made on
many colleges and universities in the last several yeafb by the Office of
Civil Rights, USOE, may have created a kind of legal advocacy situation.
The new breed of community colleges, burgeoning and ubiquitous, seems to
be relatively effective (Willingham, 1970a,c) in removing barriers of cost
and geographic accessibility. -

Yo

Yet, as Crossland (1971), Davis and Borders-Patterson (1973), Egerton
(1969), and many others have pointed out, and as the data in the previous
section attest, there is (1) underrepresentation of disadvantaged students
in American higher education institutions; and, (2) the distribution of
disadvantaged students is remarkably uneven among institutions of various
kinds, with "traditional enrollment' for a given institution substantially
impervious to change. Particularly when one considers that the status
and economic value of degrees from some institutions are higher than others,
barriers of substantial significance do indeed persist.

Crossland (1971) categorizes the barriers as of six different types:
(1) the test barrier; (2) the barrier of poor preparation; (3) the money
barrier; (4) the distance barrier; (5) the motivation barrier; and (6)
the racial barrier. Other barriers that may deserve separate consideration
are those posed by: (7) the elitism barrier, or the barriers that are
suggested by the reluctance or inability.of some institutions to adjust
to new kinds of students, or by differences 'in recruitment--not only which
student is overtly and actively sought, but.also, more subtly, which
student receives sufficient information about opportunities and which of
those opportunities is made to seem a safe vehicle for his aspirations;
and, (8) the self-concept barrier, which may be defined as the sum-total
of all those forces that might lead a potential student, long bombarded
by prevailing discriminatory attitudes, to view aspiring for higher
education as unrealistic.

1. 7The Test Barrier:

The test barrier has received perhaps the widest popular attention.
1t is well known that the disadvantaged score low on stundard admissions tests
(Kendrick, 1967; Crossland, 1971), and that those colleges popularly and
traditionally seen as of "high quality" are selective and require admissions
tests. That this barrier may be breaking down was shown by Davis and Kerner
(1971a, 1971b). 1In reviewing data.from a number of public universities in
a southern state, they found a significantly lower, but wide, range of test
scores tolerated for Black applicants admitted to the public universities
than for admitted whitel, but a narrow and much higher range of high school
averages for admitted Blacks than for admitted whites. No evidence could be
found that any admissions office rejected any Black because of low test
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scores; but there was evidence that, as a cbmpensatory feature, admissions
officers insisted on superlative high school performance.

Nevertheless a variety of unpublished data (confidential institutional
reports of SAT means for admitted black freshmen) available to the authors,
as well as the recruiting literature, show that many of the "old-line"
highly selective institutions continue to focus their search for Blacks or
other minorities with the rare high test scores, or, after an unsatisfactory
experience such as bitter’ protest’,” may revert.to this practice.  Goldsmith
and Joseph (1969) state that, in reviewing an experience that Brandeis
University found painful in many ways, '"...these (disadvantaged) students
come to usg lacking many of the skills and the intellectual background that
we have come to rely upon with the type of student with whom we are more
accustomed [p. 86]." (Italics not in original.) In an evaluation of
educational opportunity programs in California's open access system,

Kitano and Miller (1970) state:

One question which may be raised relates to the 'type of student'
that should be recruited. The programs now in existence show a
tendency to limit themselves to the cream of the minority student
population, i.e., those who are very academically able (i.e.,
high grade point) yet cannot afford the cost [p. ix].

And finally, the prestigious Carnegie.Commission on Higher Education
(1970) has recommended that: "Each state [should] plan to provide universal
access to its total system, but ndt necessarily to each of its institutions,
as [the institutions] vary greatly in their nature and purposes [p. 13]."

This seems reasonable, given what is generally known about the hier-
archy of institutions, the relation of admissions tests to grades, and
the need to have some institutions of distinction. But so long as a
hierarchical system is preserved--including institutions of distinction
that depend upon stringent admissions, and given the lower ranges of
academic ability on. conventional tests found among disadvantaged--these
institutions will be closed to many who would desire to have access tc them
and closed to emerging groups that need to develop their own high level
leadership.

2. The Poor-Preparation Barrier:

The barrier of poor preparation is, to some extent, related to the
barrier that admissions tests threaten. Many colleges have an understand-
able reluctance to provide training in areas and skills which they feel
should have been learuned in high school. This reflects concern both for
the effective utilization of faculty and plant resources, and for the stigma
against such activity that the elitist forces in the system mandate. Still
anvther argument is that remedial work is more noted for its failures than
its successes (Roueche, 1968),

The two major college admissions testing organizations (the College
Entrance Examination Board, and the American College Testing Program) have

49
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increasingly been the target of attack as organizations whose tests perpetu-
ate the elitist system, or, who, by their mission, exercise coatrols over who
gets into college and thus, the better jobs. Both have initiated a variety
of activities to explore and elaborate on barriers to access in general,
and indeed to point to ways in which they may be eased. Each has sponsored -
recent publication of a collection of excellent papers (College Entrance
Board, 1971b; Rever, 1971). The College Board established, in effect, an
access research office that has produced notably Willingham's (1970c) widely
used national survey; Ferrin's (1971) review of changes in free access to
college over the 1958-68 decade; and Willingham's (1970a) survey of mid-
western colleges. These reports, while not ignoring the preparation barrier,
do not present either a vigorous defense or refutation of it,zand tend to
~ focus on other barriers. What, indeed, is the ext?nt'of the preparation’
barrier? /
1

Crossland (1971, p. 62-63) points to the facts that minority students
(1) fail more frequently to graduate from high school, (2) are more fre-
quently counselled into nonacademic high school programs, (3) more fre-
quently come from schools with faulty facilitieg, and cultural resources
below the national average, and (4) usually attend segregated schools where
they can have no experience competing with majority students. All of
these "preparation factors" are essentially. environmental rather than
personal in nature. . ’ -

A popular approach to assessing quality of preparation at the school
or college level is to make use of standardized achievement tests. Such
tests were used in the Equality of Educational Opportunity Survey (Coleman,
Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld, & York, 1966). s

The Equality of Educational Ovportunity Survey provides a rich variety
of data that deserve carefuli study. For the purposes here of documenting
the preparation deficit as determined by standardized tests, may it suffice
to say that Coleman et al. (1966) found 12th grade Blacks, Mexican-Americans,
Puerto Ricans, and Native Americans from 2.9 to 4.1 grade levels behind the
average white in the metropolitan Northeast in reading comprehension, and
from 3.9 to 5.7 grade levels behind tgé same comparison group in mathematics
achievement. Although there are regional differences in the test criterion
employed, regional deficits for whites were found to vary at grade 12 from
.3 to 1.0 grade levels in reading comprehension and from .l to 1.4 grade
levels in rathematics achievement.

That these achievement differénces are a function of the same source of
variance encompassed by traditional tests of scholastic aptitude is indicated
from the Coleman et al. data by similar deficits for the minorities on verbal
ability tests, and by the well-known relationship, or common variance, between
ability and achievement tests. /Those convinced of cultural bias in ability
tests can argue on these grounds for similar biases in achievement tests.
Nevertheless, to the extent th?t whatever the tests measure reflects important
tool subjects that affect the ease with which college tasks can be handled,
the preparation barrier is uqdeniable.
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3. The Financial Barrier:

For the very poor, costs of attending college may be divided among three
types, each very real to him: (1) direct costs, or the actual bills that
accrue for tuition and fees; (2) indirect costs, or those other expenses he )
finds he must meet as a consequence of college attendance--food where served, N
books and transportation as required, etc.; and (3) "foregone'" costs, or, the
income-~frequently desparately needed by his family--that he gives up by .
not entering full-time gainful employment. In recognition of all these
elements in the financial barrier, Gordon (unpublished, 1971) states:

It is clear, howevet, that the question of financial resource

sypport for students and programs is one of the most critical

problems. If ‘we do not have massive funds available for

higher education and the tangential costs of income substitu-

tion for the families involved, we simply cannot talk .,

seriously about higher education for large numbers of low-

income young people [p. 25]. ’

What, then, is the extent of the "massive'" funds required?
§
A number of reports have concerned themselves principally with the needs.
of Blacks. In an attempt to gauge the comparative financial need of Black

and white college students, Bayer and Boruch (1969a) made the following
observations: . )

o more than 60% of Black students in Black colleges come from
homes with less than $6,000 annual income.

o almost 50% of Black students in white colleges come from
homes with less than $6,000 annual income. This compares
with 13% of white students in white colleges.

o 25% of white students are from families with more than

$15,000 annual income. This figure compares with 8% of

Black students in predominantly white colleges and 6% of

Black students in predominantly Black colleges.
Today, the median age of Blacks in the general population is 22 (Crossland,
1971), while the median age of whites is 28. Mor. than half the Blacks below
the poverty level are younger than 18. This may mean that the next decade
will see an even greater number of Black students applying for admission,
and often, financial support. Doermann (1970) has provided estimates of liow
Black versus white 1969-70 high school graduates would be distributed in terms
of income. For the total population of male high school graduates, about 17.3
come from families with income less than $4,600; for Black male high school
graduates, 39% fall in this income bracket. Of all males in college, Doermann
estimates that less than 9% come from families with incomes below $4,600 (in
1971! as data presented in Table 2-~2 show, a little less than 7% of all
college students came from families with income below $4,999).
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'Thelcomplexity of problems for the low-income Black is well documented
by McClellan (1970)., 1In addition to difficulties already nuiad, these
problems include difficulties in completi g forms need.d to apply for aid;
lack of parental interest; marginal, seasgnal emplc ment of many low income
families; the absence in aid'and scholarship requicements of four-year
guarantees; and the odiousness of loans when later income expectancies are
rooted in the reality of a hostile society. Branson (1970) translates the
numbers of Blacks of low income status, and the 250,000 Black student
deficit to reach a-10% representation goal, into a national need for one
half billion dollars a year, plus an additional billion a year to keep.those
Blacks in college who now drop out because of financial pressures.

The experience of Antioch College (Graham, 1967) is further illustrative
of some of the problems one can expect:

The use of the College Scholarship Service forms is complicated

« by che fact that a number of ‘the students do not maintain any
rélationship with their families. There is a.wide range of
practice in the degree to which parents have participated
financially. Parents of 21 students were expected to contrib-
ute less' than $100; 30 did. Of the 13 who were expectad to
contribute between $200 and $500, 8 actually did, and the 3
who were expected to contribute $700 - $900 contributed
nothing [p. 24].

The necessity for providing enough financial aid to each student and the
need for support throughout their stay in college, even when grades are yet,
unsatisfactory, are essential for the retention of the disadvantaged in
higher education. The recent study conducted by the Cartter Commission

on Student Financial Needs (Cartter, 1971) found that this support is
rcrely achieved. The Commission reached the{follow1ng conclusions:

o In public institutions, the average effect of applying for
$1,000 in aid was to Equce probability of admission by 11%.

o The students most likely to be excluded from higher educa-
tion by insufficient financial aid are those with the
highest need.

o Financial aid is often used competitively to entice the best
students, rather than the most needy applicants,

o Colleges grant disproportionate aid packages to students
with higher measured academic ability. (This practice
is presumably based on the knowledge that these individuals
will be more likely to repay loanseshortly after graduation.)

o Institutions have modified the College Scholarship Service
need analysis in 447 of the cases.
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o For Blacks, the evidence indYcated that greater financial .
need had a significantly negative effect on the probability
of admission in every case.
: &t
Finally, in cataloguing the complexity of responsibilities faced by dls— -
advantaged students, the Commission notes that: ) - .

. Youth from low-income families, however, do have special .
problems. Low-income groups are most commonly from families
where foregone income would be severely missed; where com-
munity environment is less conducive to college atténdance,
and where unanticipated expenses such as legal aid, illness _
or death, evictions, and credit foreclosures can have a
devastating effect on the student who shares in family . ’
responsibility [p. 48].

o . -
As a needed note of caution, however, for a national sample, .Jaffe and Adams
(1971a, p. 11-13) found that although there was the expected relatjonship

- between income and college entrance, the typerof high school curriculum and .
academic self-image in high school had much stronger relationships to
college attendance than did income. Also, they found no relationship
between family income and type of college entered. Given the relative
,scarcity of aid against the enormity of financial need, this may mean that
at present those who are poor and who aspire strongly for college find one
way or another to attend. An important question unanswered by &ny research
known to the writers concerns the incentive value of financial alid. Moreover,
little is known about factors which may, moderate serious and responsible use
of financial aid.

|

Although the financial barrier is real for those from low income
families, it is not the major determiner of college entrance, at least
for those from low~income families who now enter college. This suggests ..
that we should not overestimate the potential effect of increased financial
aid alone upon college going or on persistence in college. Gannon (1971)
took special note of the continuing low level of demands for higher education
by Blacks due to past exploitatiovn,’in addition to low family income and
rapidly rising academic costs. Gannon concludes, "increasing numbers of blacks
in higher education.,will be due to continued improvement in the economic well-
bging of the black population rather thau innovation by government or univer-
sities [p. ]."

Whatever its potency, however, the barrier of financial aid may become
stronger in the years immediately ahead, for it is inextricably mingled with
the larger program of financial support for cuvlleges and universities. Thomas
(1970) states:

There is a strong possibility that the curtailment of recruit-
ment efforts and program implementation will become part of
many colleges' austerity programs in their attempt to extricate
themselves from the economic squeeze. Programs that rely

| ¢ - C
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heavily on shrinking foundation monies, ... housed vwithin
"private cclieges and ... staffed by faculty that have not
been hired for regular college positions, are particularly_
vulnerable [p. 31]. :

’
.

Thomas (1979) further predicts that the next decade will bring competition
fot scarce resources between middle-income groups and low-income groups.
- -
r'd

4. The Distance .Barriers: . s . .

Fl

The distance barrier is one that is’ related to the low income barrier.
Poor families cannot afford to send their, children to colleges far from home.
Willingham (1970c, pp. 9-10) cites evidence that a local community college
generally doubles the collegexattendance rates of high school graduates in
commuting distance, and proceeds to‘provide a national picture of free access
institutions togetlier with estimates of proportions of various populatidns
living within commuting distance of the institution, toward permitting a
judgment of "how higher education serves the population." ,

In this most recent, compreliensive, and useful suruef)to date, Willingham
(1970c, p. 229) concludes: .

Slightly more than 2 out of 5 people live within cemmuting dis-

tance of a free-access college in the United States. Potential

students$s are least likely to live near an accessible college

in rural areas or in the largest cities. In general, the

larger the.metropolitan area the smaller the proportion of

people living near an accessible-college. There is, in fact, .

a serious deficiency of accessible higher education in 23

of the 29 largest metropolitan areas in the country. 'In each

case less than one-third of the central or fringe population

. llves within the commuting perimeter of a free-access college.

“In all, there are 102 metropolitan areas in which the

principal city has no free-access college.

He continues to point out’ that the most serious urban def1c1ency is in ®
the Northeast; that the West, with the most accessible colleges and the
highést rate of college attendance, has less accessible hlgher education
in the major cities than in fringe areas; that the South is "covered by
free-access cclleges, though segregation of institutions makes some of that
accessibility illusory, and limited resources have retarded development of
colleges in some states." The Midwest, he reports, was the sur-rising
region of the study: '"Despite its tradition of accessible higher education,
a smaller proportion of .Midwesterners live near a free-access college than
is true of any other region."

Willingham concludes with an inventory of thirteen ways the availability
of free-access colleges is restricted:

Most states have insufficient colleges to cover the popu-
lation.

' | 54 \ *'
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In several states selectivity of public institutions has
a noticeable effect on accessibility.

. * X
In some states cost restricts access, but most public
colleges have lower tuition than the $400 guideline of this
study.

Many major urban areas are seriously shortchanged in
accessible colleges. ‘
v -

Smaller cities with a prominent but relatively inacces- '
'sible senior institution frequently lack a free-access college. ‘
There is a wide variety of potential and obvious minority
imbalances, though these particular data revealed relatively .
few.

Segregation is a major and, general type of restraint
reflected in enrollment’patterns.

iy Lack of comprehznsive programs is an important restraint
on the student's interest in higher education and its value},
to h ima b ” b ~ -
. - // i a
In nany states inadequate coordination rqgtricts opportunity -
in a variety of ways; inadequate articulation of vocational . ‘
educaticn is a major problem. )

N ’

In many states underdeveloped colleges are a more serious ) -

restraint on opportunity than the lack of free~access colleges.
' .

Sparseiy populdted areas are a major problem; they cannot
support conventional colleges but have many poor students.

lnadequate space and aid for trdnsfer students are serious
restraints on the spirit and reality of free-access higher educa-
tion in 2ven the most progressive states. )

-
A}

Inadequate information concerning the conditions of educa-
tional opportunity has acted as an implicit restraint when

inequities have not been revealed [p. 230]. . -

) It is clear trom the Willingham survey that state and major urban area
forces (rather than federal or private éollege developments) have been the ~
most critical in developing geographically accessible colleges. The simple
fact of a college nearby (even a public college nearby), given its particular

choice of programs and degree of selectivity, is not enough to remove the .
distance barrier for the poor who cannot ‘leave home, and cannot find locally
N , courses they need or cannot win admission. / .
!
/ ’
s
O * * 5 i)
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An exten51ve series of analyses of data obtained in a varlety of studies

by Anderson, Bowman, and Tinto (1972) have examined distance not €b much as

a barrier, but rather as one variable among other variables such as ability

of student and kind of higher education institution. In different states--

each with their own patterns of urban-rural population distribution, public

and private hlgher education, and the like--different college- g01ng

patterns are observed. All in all, they conclude that "...the correlation

between the enrc’lment trends in the colleges of the various states agnd

the seeming or tce >rted openness of state systems of higher educatjion is

impressively low [p. 266]," and present as their 51mplest' conclu51on' 5
...Spatial accessibility fo one or more colleges has little
effect, *for mgst youth, on whether they will attend college-f
be the accessible gchvol a junior college,-an open~door four-
year college, or a more selective institution.t..’ Response, to .
accessibility can and does differ with the- ability and family
background of youth and with the structure of higher education ..
in a given state [p. 267]. ] . .
They go on to note that in studying the relationship. of accessibility to

college-going, one must 'specify generalizations™for an interlocked set of

cells characterized by types of schools, by types of communities from which v

students go to college, by types of colleges to which they go as enrollees,

and by characteristics of youth who enter college and those who do not

[p. 268]." . . . . .

L}

The burden of the two studies that at first seem mutually contradlctory -

is that for the financially disadvantaged individual, having access, to an

open door college within commuting distance may make college enrollment

possible, but his employment of this opportunity depends on other factors—-

some societal and some institutional; and, the, phenomena of changes in

patterns of college going, involving who goes where, becomes relatively

complex when the multiplicities of individuals and institut.ons of various

kinds are considered. Distance thus remains a potential barrier, but is

moderated by other factors to an extent that Willingham's notion of an

institution open and accessible to all, within reach of everyone, is some--

thing like the "chicken in every pot'" where some individuals won't have a

suitable pot and others will not be able to contrive a recipe and cooking

strategy. '

5. The Motivational Barrier:

The motivational barrier surely exists, although chere has been little
luck in finding a demonstrable relationship between test measures of moti-
vation and grades, persistence, or choosing to go to college (Dispenzieri, et
al.,, 1971). Motivation is a personality trait construct; test measuies of
a variety of personality traits, including "achievement motivation," have .
undergone a half cdentury of testing for ability to predict some behavioral
definition of academic performance without any real success., It may be that
deeper and more behavioral evidences of motivation--such as the electing of
a college preparatory program by a young person from low income background,
as Jaffe and Adams (1971b) found--provide a better indication of motivation
than traditional personality tests of empirical or conscruct validity origin.




&

N

An important recent study by Hackman and 5ys1nger (1870), involving

some 1,400 students at three similar midwestern colleges, has examined

. evidence of commitment--by both the student and his parents--to college
in relation to later persisteice or withdrawal for various reasons.
Although some of the firdings can be dismissed as self-evident (e.g., a
significant relationship between parent and/or student report of plans to
continue in college and continuance), -others are more impressive (e.g.,
a positive relationship between parental ranking of importance of college
education and persistence, or between fact of return of questionnaire on
commitment to college by parent versus persistence). Documenting first
that their scales of commitment are not significantly related to SAT or
high school rank-in-class, they conclude that commitment and "academic
competence" interact to explain persistence.

Of greater relevance are findings by Davis and Borders-Patterson (1973).
y A number of Black freshmen in white colleges in North Carolina were asked
° why they chose to attend college and why they attended the*particular college in
which they had enrolled. 1In addition to such factors as propinquity, low

costy and availability of financial aid were two others: availability of

an ‘educational program with definite vocational implications, and a history
of :successful performance in secondary school. Good prior performance
probably signals academic motivation: but, the interest in pragmatic,
"vocationally useful training of this group of Blacks in public and private
universities is not the typical AAUP presidenit's coneeption of love for .
learning and scholarship for its.own sake. TRe critical point is that,
- for the dis@dvantaged, motivation for higher education probably has

" different origins and goals than those in which traditional colleges have

*cultivated and reveled.

-

-

6. The Racial Barrier:

The racial barrier--to use Crossland's (1971) term--is best defined
for the writers by Egerion (1968), who addresses. himself to the question of
why colleges are reluctant to admit significant numbers of Black or other
disadvantaged students. He states that, in answer to his inquiry:

The reasons most often given for limited involvement,; or no

involvement at all, were: lack of funds, enrollment pres-

sures, political worries, conflict with the institutional

.mission, fear of lowering institutioral standards, lack

of faculty support, inflexibility of the institution's

system, and priority comnitment te regular students [p. 6-7].
It is clear that although none of these "reasons''--except possibly "political:
worries'--are couched in raciail terms, they nevertheless appear racist, for
they all smack of rationalization for the act of exclusion in favor of tradi-
tional students. ¢

An even more critical kind of racial barrier may be one that minority
students find once they are on a campus that has been in the past and
continues to be oriented toward the traditional student. A number of
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investigators (Davis & Borders-Patterson, 1973; Southern Regional Education
Board, 1971; Willie & McCord, 1972) have studied the Black student on the
traditionally white campus. Perhaps the most significadt finding in these
reports, all concerned with what the Biack student at the beginning of
the 1970 decade experienced, has been summarized by Davis and Borders-
Pattersop §l973):
Black students on white residential c¢ampuses seem to become
increasingly polarized, to become more aware of their black
identity, and, in many cases, to grow more hostile toward
the 'white establishment' as their college years progress.
This seems to result from a variety of problems: difficulties
. in achieving a satisfactory social life; great diversity in
values and in accepted behavior among socioeconomic classes;
absence of black leadersblp of the whole student body (although
the black student groups themselves provided some); the almost
complete absence of black faculty members and guidance
counselors;- and great sensitivity to rebuffs, that were
usually attributed to’racial prejudice. Noticeably infrequent
were expressions of problems of a specifically academic nature
|
!
|
k
|
|
|
l
|
|
f
|
=

[p. 47.

In short: whether because racist overtones are very deeply embedded
still in the majority culture; or whether minorities, when conspicuously
among a majority, are particularly sensitive; or whether there are real
differences in values and purposes in attending college, between minorities
and majorities; or whether certain needed elements (social facilitation,
minority leadership) are conspicuously absent for the minority member:
getting into college clearly does not remove the racial barrier for the
experiencing individual.

7. The Elitism Barrier:

Scholars too numerous to cite have noted that the history of higher
education in the United States beginning in 1638 with Harvard College
which was modeled after Emanuel College of Cambridge University, has been
marked by elitism. This is attested implicitly and explicitly by such
historical reviews of admissions practices as those by Broome (1903); Tuess
(1950); Thresher (1966); and Davis (1968). 1ts manifestation in the 20th
century is attested eloquently by Eble (1962). As noted in the first chapter
of this report, it involves the general acceptance of the belief that insti-
tutional selectivity is synonymous with institutional quality; it also
involves general acceptance of the notion that what highly selective
colleges see fit to teach is what true college level work must involve.
The community college movement--as the Land Grant College Act, and the
subsequent emergence of public universities--set forces in motion that pre-
scribed new and more pragmatic coursc offcrings that conform to interests and
talents of those whc are not admissible to today's selective cclleges. Yet
it would still seem that the view of the Harvards as the epitome of what
higher education is all about runs deep, and that the developing institution
must strive to move closer to that model. The result is manifested by the

Q

ERIC 58

e | |
|




2-37

traditional controls on quality that institutions employ--the curriculum
committees and their prescription as to what is both appropriate and suf-
ficiently rigorous, and various mechanisms such as: employment of faculty
with the,'right" degrees from the "right" institutions; enforcing stringency
of attrition; and, the establishment of hurdles that are highly related to
student ability, not achievement, as reflected by conventional tests. The
result is also manifested by the two-year colleges turned four-year colleges,
the teachers colleges turned state colleges, and the four-year colleges -turned
universities.

The growing financial crisis in higher education, together with the
enrollmant crisis many colleges are experiencing, may help to deter this
trend toward striving for elitism, particularly when coupled with increasing
federal and state support that is primarily earmarked for the general rather
than the elite public. Toward that prospect, Willingham's (1970c) definition
of quality seems particularly relevant:

The quantitative problems of providing accessible higher
education make it also clear that there are serious qualita-
tive problems in converting access to opportunity. These
can be grouped under four general types of relevance:
personal, social, educational, and economic.

Personal relevance implies an effective and humane
guidance and admissions process that results in truly equal
opportunity regardless of race, socioeconomic condition, or
academic preparation. There is an urgent need to give

. much closer attention to the development of the student--
his career, his competencies, his interests and attitudes,
i plus concrete and useful educational outcomes.

Sccigl relevance is the capacity to marshal resources
and reorganize social roles. One critical problem is the
fact that students often fail to find on the campus a
sense of community and social commitment that they regard
as essential for the national welfare. A second major issue
is the fact that expanding educational opportunity brings the
reality of providing appropriate education to culturally dif-
ferent minority and majority students who often have little
interest in traditional academic life.

Educational relevance includes the partially incompat-
ible goals of teaching a currently useful skill while
emphasizing a liberal education to protect the individual
from intellectual obsolescence. It also implies flexible
use of methods of instruction that respect individual
differences, fit different content, and recognize the

\ values of educational experiences beyond the purely
academic ones.

B

Economic relevance requires a reasonable fit between
educational specifications and manpower requirements.
Critical unsolved problems include the general level of
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education needed at present, the educational requirements
of different occupations, and reliable means of projecting
manpower needs [p. 231].

8. The Self-Concept Barrier:

-

The self-concept barrier is not a barrier that can be documented readily
by empirical research directed toward how individuals with various develop-
mental experiences view themselves, or how they determine what are appropriate
levels of aspiration, and what are appropriate avenues for attainment of
that aspiration. Rather, it is a postulated barrier that may restrain
those individuals for whom the pre-college educational experiences have
represented repeated frustration and failure in the terms of the school,
or those who must view the availability of societal roles for themselves
as pretty much the same as they are for others they know in a constricted
environmental space and with whom they identify. °

Using questions that attempted to geE at the child's conviction of how
"bright" he is, Coleman et al. (1966, pp. 27 cf) found no differences
between Blacks and whites, although differences between either and other
minority groups did exist. Using different questions concerning the child's
sense of control over the environment, he found that Blacks and otler
minority children showed a much lower sense of control of their environ-
ment than did white children. Coleman et al. conclude from empirical
findings that some school and some personal factors do affect the self-
concept, while a positive self-concept, "as a factor in its own right,"
was cited as an important outcome of education.

Getting an honest and real view of how the individual sees himself is
extremely difficult. Yet, the possibility that private but negative views
of self, admitted to consciousness or not, may be operating, and may serve
as powerful deterrents along with such related barriers as those of
institutional selectivity, preparation, money, distance, motivation, or
institutional elitism, suggest that removal of one or another, or all,
of these barriers may not be enough.

That measurable self-concept factors may indeed operate is suggested
by a study by Wyer (1966). After finding no difference in the regression
of grades on conventional ability and achievement scores for samples of
black and white students at the University of Illinois, he had students
rate themselves as they were, and as they were viewed by friends. He
concluded tentatively that students who are confident of the quality of
their relationships with peers perform academically at a level that is
more commensurate with their measured ability than do students who are
less certain that their relationsiips with others are favorable.

In summary, there are a number of very real barriers to higher education
for the disadvantaged posing problems that are as difficult to solve as is
the critical need for solution. Some are in the condition of the disadvan-
taged, and some may be in their disposition; some are in the condition
or disposition of the higher education institutions. But the barriers are
real and pervasive; given that fact, then the conviction that, on any
criterion employed, the bottom 10% of the population can only be there
because of their inherent inferiority is shown to be infinitely absurd.
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E. The Disadvantaged in College--
What They Experiencé and What They Achieve

The disadvantaged in college may be viewed f{r~m two clearly different
- perspectives: one is how they view themselves and the situation in which
they find themselves, and the other is how outsiders--whether other students
or higher education observers or scholars--view disadvantaged students and
the experience of the institution with them. In the latter category, there
appears the possibility that if scholars unfortunately are sorted by their
color, still other critically different perspectives may emerge.

All of these perspectives, and the inevitable clash among them, are
attested in what has been thought, reported in the press, or researched as
to the character of and reasons for minority student protests. Although
protest is definitely not a Black phenomenon, there have been significant
and widely publicized outbreaks involving Black issues and demands at such
institutions as Cornell, the City University of New York, San Francisco
State, and Columbia University.

As this protest may reflect the most extreme and critical failure of
the student and the institution to get together and get on peacefully with
their purposes, if not signal accurately the total collection of climates, .
it Is examined first for suggestions as to what life may be like for
minorities in -college.

Although student protest as a symbol of the 1960s may have general
roots, Martin Trow (1969) has persuasively argued otherwises

But we have to distinguish sharply between the militant blacks
and the radical white political activists; their rhetoric—is
often equally abusive, their tactics similarly disruptive, and\ .
at times it appears they are in close alliance against the
institution and its policies and procedures. But I believe that
they are fundamentally different ... militant blacks on American
campuses typically demand specific changes in institutional
policy or practice, centering upon the recruitment and admis-
sion of more black students without constraint by what ghey

see as inherently 'racist' academic standards, the regruitment
of more black" faculty and administrators, the provisdon of a
programme of black studies, administered by them, and living

and dining arrangements also reflecting their new emphasis

on separation and autonomy .... The negotiations may be

tough, the demands expensive, in varying weys, the accompany-
ing rhetoric and action frightening, but finally the blacks

have ... an interest in the survival of the institutions on

» which the demands are being made [p. 194].

That traditionally white colleges are not the only institutions involved is
shown by the tragedy at Southern University during the 1972-73 academic
year, where students protested a Black administration insensitive to their
; needs as Blacks.
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No careful review of m1nor1ty group protests per se is known, though
the "movement" literature abounds with elements that also appear frequently
as causes for demonstrations, sit-ins, or confrontation. A chief whipping
boy has been conventional tests and standards, frequent. demands are made
for special courses of cultural relevance; and, there is an oft- -sought
special housing and social facilitation. Whether institutions maintain
racism or not, minority students do sometimes take extreme action to put
their perceived needs before institutional officials.

<
What, indeed, is the experience of the disadvantaged in college? Are
there important and instructive differences among the various racial and
ethnic groups? Where are there similarities?

One matter that has consumed enormous energy is the questlon of the
ability of the disadvantaged and whether conventional .ests are "culturally
biased."” The burden of the research literature, as it applies to the
Black-White differentiai, has been summarized by Davis (1972, pp. 110-113):

1. On scholastic aptitude or achievement tests, Negroes at a
point permitting the beginning of college training tend
to score significantly lower than Whites.
This fact is too well known to require documentation;
a recent relevant statement, however, is that by S, A.
Kendrick (1968), who has estimated that '"not more than
15 percent and perhaps as few as 10 percent of Négro
high school seniors would score 400 or more on the verbal
section of the SAT (Scholastic Aptitude Test of CEEB).
Only 1 or 2 percent would be likely to score 500 or more."
It is indeed this fact that is the pressure, if not the
justification, behind current Black students' demands
for abolition of test barriers. For, if tests are indeed’
used to screen applicants, more Negroes than Whites will

be screened out.

2. Published studies of the ability of SAT to predict :rades
of Black students in predominantly Negro colleges, however,
show that SAT is as valid in this kind of situation as it
is for whites in predominantly white institutions.
Typical of studies reporting this finding is one by J. P.
McKelpin at North Carolina College, who reported (dcKelpin,
1965) in his study of SAT and high school grades for
predicting (Black) students' performance at his institution
(italics in original): "The predictive validities based
on the data for commonly used preadmission variables are
as high as those usually reported for college freshmen ...
the SAT scores account for about 60 percent of the varia-
tion in the grades explairible by the data from the pre-
admission variables ... when first semester grades are the
criterion, SAT scores give & fair appraisal of the developed
ability of students entering (predominantly Negro) colleges."

-
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It is true, however (probably because of the gross differences
between racial groups noted before), that the use of tests
directed at lower educational levels than the entering
college freshmen have seemed more useful with Negroes in some
instances. For example, a recent unpublished paper ‘by John
Hills of Florida Statc University and Julian Stanley of
Johns Hopkins (Hills and Stanley, 1968) is abstracted by
the authors:
. The two subtests of Level 4 of the School and College
Ability Tests (SCAT) for school grades 6-8, are shown
to predict freshman-year grades in the three predominantly
Negro coeducational colleges of a Southern state consider-
ably better than did the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT);
which was too difficult for approximately one-third of
the enrolled freshmen., Relative improvement in multiple
correlation for SCAT compared with SAT lessened when
high-school grade average became one of the three joint
predictors, apparently because high school grades of SAT-
undifferentiated students supplied some of the missing
intellective components, .
Although relatively few studies have yet been done of the
validity of SAT to predict grades for black students in
integrated colleges, the available evidence supports the
conclusion of no difference in the levels of predictive
validity of SAT for blacks vs. whites in such institutions,
but also that if white-based prediction formulas are applied
to blacks, these students as a group tend to perform belo
the predictions. .
In the first sophisticated study of the predictive value of
SAT for Negro and white students in three integrated colleges,
Cleary (1968) summarized her findings:
In the two eastern colleges, no significant differences in
the regression lines (SAT predicting grades, blacks vs.
whites within a single institution) were found. In the
one college in the southwest, significant differences were
found, but it was the Negro scores which were over-predicted.
Thus, in one of the three schools, the Scholastic Aptitude
Test was found to be slightly biased, but biased in favor
of the Negro student. "
The "bias" in favor of the Negro student in the Cleary study
was a result of finding, in effect,: that at one of the three
schools, Negro students with a given SAT score and high school
rank made lower grades than white students with identical SAT
scores and high school ranks. Thus, if a predicted level of
performance is used in selecting among applicants, Negro
applicants selected would achieve lower actual performance
levels than their white counterparts, though they would more
likely be admitted. A similar finding has been obtained by K.
M. Wilson (1969), who has studied performance and other char-
acteristics of black vs. white students in four College Research
Center institutions. He concludes on this aspect of his data:
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An analysis of the relationship between Predicted Freshmen
Grade (combining-the-Admissions_variable--SAT-V, SAT-M,
Achievement Test average), indicates that traditional
admissions criteria tend to be at least as correlationally
valid for black students as for entering students generally.
There is moreover some evidence that predictions made on
the basis of standard formulae may tend to overestimate
the first-year performance of black students in the several
colleges studied.
Even more convincing are studies withi. the last year by Temp
(1971) and by Davis and Kerner-Hoeg (1971). Temp collected
data on black vs. white students in thirteen colleges over
the country, and concluded: "I1f prediction of [... the grade
point average in college] from SAT scores is based upon
prediction equations suitable for majority students, then
black students, as a group, are predicted to do about as well
as (or better than) they actually do." Davis and Kerner-Hoeg-
had similar findings in six public institutions in a Southem
state.

A survey of the literature by Flaugher (1970) cites a review

by Kendrick and Thomas (1970), and notes a host of studies—-
Boney (1966); Hills, Klock, and Lewis (1963); Roberts (1962,
1966); Stanley and Porter (1967); Olsen (1957); Cleary (1968);
Morgan (1968); Munday (1965); Thomas and Stanley (1969);
McKelpin (1965); Funclhizs (1967); Perlberg (1967); and Peterson
(1968). These have involved SAT, tests of the American College
Testing program, and other similar college level tests—-both
separately and in combination with high school grades. Rather
than finding in these any evidence of reduced predictive
validity (than that typically found for white students) Flaugher
notes that test scores predict as well for blacks, and that in

a large number of instances they provide better estimates of
performance in college than do high school grades--a finding
that may reflect the kinds of secondary schools that as recently
as several years ago most blacys attended.

Flaugher (1970) also notes a number of applications to prediction
of job performance--Tenopyr (1967); Grant and Bray (1970);
Campbell, Pike, and Flaugher (1969)--where tests are found to
overpredict, not underpredict job performance when applied to
non-whites. Tenopyr (1967, p. 15) calls it "unfair discrimina-
tion (which) however, would favor, not penalize, the Negroes."
Flaugher adds the explanation afforded by Rock (1970) that
motivation toward achievement in college is typically a white
middle-class phenomenon, and that non-whites may not be as
likely "to utilize to the maximum what aptitudes they possess."
There may also be problems of less adequate preparation, poorer
study skills, and the intrusion of anxieties that may arise
from being in a real minority in the majority college culture.
All this recent evidence indicates, as in the first Cleary
study, that the use of SAT or similar tests may lead to accept-—
ing Negroes who are poorer academic risks than lower-scoring
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whites who may be excluded if similar standards are employed.
This is not to state that such admissions should not take
place; rather these findings are cited to show an absence of
evidence for the frequent claim that tests are biased against
Negroes. For, if there is a bias, it is in the social and
educational system in which these students were reared.

If one attempts to make a case for bias in academic tests
because certain subgroups of the population make lower scores
than others, the evidence points to deficit as a result of
cultural disadvantage rather than as a result of racial
-origin,
Cleary and Hilton (1968) studied performance on the Preliminary
Scholastic Aptitude Test for grade 12 students in integrated
high schools. When blacks were compared with whites of gsimilar
socioeconomic levels, they concluded:
From the bivariate plots of sums of items scores, it was
apparent that there were few items producing an uncommon
discrepancy between the performance of Negro and white
students. It must therefore be concluded that, given the
stated definition of bias, the PSAT for practical purposes
is not biased for the groups studied.

5. Experience with special remedial programs for high-risk
students, (e.g., students whose test scores indicate high
probability of academic failure), or attempts to improve test
scores (and grade performance) by special coaching, seem to
indicate that at the very least upusual efforts will be needed
to improve academic performance. ,
For example, after reviewing a large body of the literature ~ /
on remedial education in the community junior college, Roueche
(1968) concludes:
The large majority of students who enroll in remedial courses
fail to complete those courses satisfactorily and are doomed
to failure or are forced to terminate their education. In
one typical California public junior college, of the 80
percent of the entering students who enrolled in remedial
English, only 20 percent of that number continued on into
regular college English classes., ;
In a study of the effect of well-contrived and intensive
instruction (though of short-term duration from 4 to 6 weeks)
& in the kinds of cognitive tasks involved in scholastic tests,
S. 0. Roberts of Fisk University and D. B. Oppenheim of Educa-
tional Testing Service found (Roberts and Oppenheim, 1966) with
N students with inadequate instruction in the past that "it does
not seem reasonable to expect that similar short-term instruc-
tion given on a wide scale would be of significant benefit to
disadvantaged students."
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In supmary, then: deficit on conventional tests is better explained
by socioeconomic disadvantage than by racial factors. Differences in test
score means for racial or socioeconomic groups is not in itself evidence
of test bias; as Thorndike (1971) has noted, "This type of definition pre-
judges the reality of differences between groups, ruling them out a priori."
Thorndike goes on to state: ’

If one acknowledges that differences in average test perform-

ance may exist between populations A and B, then a judgment

on test-fairness must rest on the inferences that are made from

the test rather than on a comparison of mean scores in the

two populations. One must then focus attention on fair use

of test scores, rather than on the scores themselves [p. 63].

Tests appear to reflect what is required to perform under traditional instruc-
ticnal strategies and grading practices; attacking the test is justified
to the same extent attacking conventional educational practices is justified.

Given the placement of the disadvantaged in a system‘that is not
tuned to their ways of learning, what other differences are significant?
An excellent bibliography entitled '""College and Minority/Poverty Issues"
has been published by the American Council on Education (Furniss, 1969)
that includes many reports, some personal and individual, of what the
minority or poverty student is 1l kely to experience. General and signifi-
cant to all, with the possible exception of the poor white who is less
distinguishable and more infrequently studied or of the Black in a
predominantly Black college, is that students find themselves typically
to be more a minority than they were in the homes and communities they
left. "We are so few,' (Davis & Borders-Patterson, 1973, p.9) is a poignant
comment frequehtly reported; ~~d the ways and traditions of the institution
and the values of the traditional student stand out starkly as someone else's

world. As McSwine (1971) states:

To many black students the white university has come to strongly
resemble a white plantation; an existentialist island of despair
and hopelessness from which they slowly descend, inexorably
and relentlessly, into a quagmire of quicksand. The air hangs
heavy with pedagogy, but it is white pedagogy, with white rules
and white rewards. But still black students persist in ever
greater numbers, attesting to a still feeble thread of faith
that the system can yet be changed [p. 28].

~

In almost every instance, there appears to be a natural reaction of
searching out others of the same minority who may serve to help maintain
the cultural/racial identity. Such banding together gives the minority
student (McPherson, 1970):

... a sense of cultural presence on the white campus which
helps to decrease feelings of isolation and loneliness.
(Identity groups) are collective, cultural islands on whick
black students can pause and assess themselves, and their

> direction, before moving on [p. 100].
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Accepting or adjusting to the majority world, McPherson states, will
be effected:

.++» only with time and understanding and a recognition that
munificence, no matter how well intentioned, is still

directly related to the ability of the donor to recognize

the consequences of his act and the intellectual and emotional
capacity of the recipient to perceive whether what he has been
offered is truly of value to him {p. 100].

The joining together is always, at lé@st in its initial manifestation,
essentially separatist. It is sometimes hostile as well. The Association
of Black Students at Wayne State University, for example, organized a
"Black Symposium' in January, 1968, which produced these resolitions
(reported by Kilson, 1968):

‘That black people should arm to defend themselves.
That black people are black people no matter what political
viewpoints they hold. i
That there should be a Black Mafia to def1 with traitors in 4/ . .
the revolution. . . =
That black people should be against all United States aggres-
sion and should definitely support the Viet Cong.
That black people should remove all white people from member-
ship in their organizations [p. 32].

Almost every study that has examined the minority experience on a
majority campus points to acute social and friendship needs of minority
students. Part of this seems to be the relatively few choices for hetero-
sexual activities, compared with those that the majority enjoy; part seems
to be that sustaining friendships occur more frequently among like-valued,
individuals who accept the same mode< nf social behavior. However, for
Blacks in nonresidential, predominantly white community colleges, Davis and
Borders-Patterson (1973) found that problems, even social ones, were non-
existent. They concluded that, in this situation, the Black students "had
never left home."

With regard to distinctive cultural characteristics relevant to higher
education in minority groups other than the Blacks, some historical or
analytical analyses are beginning to appear on the Chicano; only occasional
and fragmentary materials on other minorities--e.g., the American Indian or
the Puerto Rican--were found. Casavantes (1969) draws a careful picture
of the Mexican-American that compares his "characterologic or interpersonal
styles" with those of most people living in the culturc of poverty. In this
category, which most Chicanos occupy, are such characteristics as living
in the context of an extended family (spending more time with family), of -
being non-joiner§, of preferring the old and familiar, of demonstrating
marked anti-intellectualism, of being unable to pestpone gratification, or
using force to settle arguments, and of being fatalistic in their view of
the world. Beyond this, however, and the recognition that most Chicanos
are also Catholics, speak Spanish, have parents or grandparents who came
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from Mexico, and are generally distinguishable, Casavantes warns against

too much further stereotyping, or of drawing a picture on only too limited
and biased a sample. It is reasonable to assume that some Chicanos draw

on a Mexican culture and others on a Castilian or Spanish set of traditions.
And there is increasing evidence that Chicanos, like the Native Americans

and Blacks, are beginning to challenge the formulations of Anglo sociologists
and anthropologists (e.g., Penalosa, 1970, p. 51).

Of all the minority groups, the Native American in college seems
least understood. Early observations (Salisbury, 19663 1969) include such pos-
sible traits as reluctance to excel at the expense of others, of strong g
and binding familial and group ties, of having experienced reinforcement
for reticence, and--in the alien world of college, strange food, incompre-
hensible social pacterns, and irrelevant or confusing preograms that do
not fit the background of people he knows and admires.

A final observation: There are few, if any studies that examine any
dimensions of intra-culture differences. The Grban Indian and the
reservgtion Indian, the militant Black or the conforming Black (to cite
only two examples) would seem to present very different curricular and
extracurricular needs and challenges. It may be that the current press

" for a cultural identity is homogenizing the formulations and that more

penetrating analyses would be useful.
\ *

NF. Programs for Facilitating Access to and Success in
College for the Disadvantaged

1] -

A cOncept and ap acceptance of programmatic support for '"disadvantaged"
students in higher education begins to appear with some frequency over a :
range of higher education institutions only aftar the beginning of the 1960
decade. Institutions with special commitment to minorities or the poor
had existed for some time; yet many that served the lower ranges of talent
(measured traditionally) or socioecunomic levels had, following World War 1LI,
set as their objectives the improvement of the institution by becoming more
selective and more traditional. "No more spuuu feeding for college
illitegates” lad been a frequent battle cry of faculty in upwardly mobile

. public institutions.

Q
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The possible slowing--or reversal-—of that trend seems to be a function
of several factors. First, the slowing of the birth rate following World
War II, together with the rapid emergence of the less expensive :community
colleges that in some areas siphoned applicants away, began to convince .
come institutional planners that the institution's pool of patfential students
was neither bottomless, nor could the institution contine-itself only to
those that could be skimmed off the top. The desegregation ruling of the
Supreme Court, and the burgeoning activfby of federal and other CiY;l rights
agencies and organizations., began also to attest that responsibilifies were
not those of public lower ec:ncation alone. Some brave institutions began

to experiment and advertise their experimentation--as did Cofnell in the

p

68 /




ERI

o

Cornell Alumni News of June, 1968, or as Antioch did in its Antioch College
Reports of April 1965 or College and University Bulletin of 1967. These
reports are interesting as historical documents, for they portray what is
in 1973 being more widely "discovered," and stress several early opinions
and findings. First is the concern thLat one institution expréssed, in the
report of its new experiment in "interracial education)" through the words
of Thomas Wolfe: °

A
So, them, to every man his chance--to every mar regardless
of his birth, his shining, golden opportunity--to every man
the right to love, to live, to works to be himself, and to
become yhatever thing his manhood and his vision can combine
to make him--this, seeker, is the promise of America.
(Thomas Wolfe, You Can't Go Home Again) - .

That is: the appeal for 1ooking beyond traditional student impacts was Lo
making "the promise of America" available. Second was the discovery that
these new students were coming into a strange and unfamiliar world, yet

one that they appeared to know better than that world appeared to know

them. Immediate charges of institutional racism were inevitable. .

Yet the most deeply engraved strategies the institutions had to draw
upon came from the notion that these new students lacked what they needed,
in traditional academic responsiveness and preparation, to meetr the demands
of the institution; and, if the institutign could find ways of helping the
student meet the demands of the institution, nothing would be sacrificed,
no jeopardy sustained. This could be done in two ways: by selecting only -
the most able of the disadvantaged, or by providing intensive remedial
activities, As the top of the pool was skimmed off very quickly, attention
soon turned to the latter. ) C -

The first’reports dealing with support services uud their effectiveness
tended, in general, to be more descriptive and a priori than empirical. For
example, in a review of a variety of experience in providing services to
students from disadvantaged backgrounds, Walz, Krovas, and Wert €1971) drew
the {ullowing conclusions. '

*

0 A growing body of literature indicates that compeﬁsatory
programs may not be the most effective means of maximizing
‘ndividual potential.

2 - .

0 Programs in which the student enrolls in the regular curriculum,
but which provide ample support serviceg, facilitate student
adjustment to the institution.

.

0 Students need better information on financial aid. .

0 A successful program must have full institutional commitment
from students, faculty ¢gnd administration.

0 Successful programs adApt the university environment to the
individual "and the individual to the university environment.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




o Successful programs are activist and accurately reflect the
makeup of students served.

Yet, these conclusions, while perceptive, are based more on observation and
opinion than on experimental study of programmatic factors that are related
to improved probabilities of survival in college.

Of the host of intervention strategies to equip disadvantaged students
for academic and personal adjustment to colleges, Williams (1969) states
that it is extremely difficult to determine specifically what factors are
responsible for success of programs. le suggests that by evaluating programs
one should try to gauge the effectiveness of some of the following components:

a

&

o institutional commitment to the program

o financial aid (are some forms more beneficial than others?)
"o special housing (should separatist facilities be set up?)

o intensive orientation (should students be made awafe of their
academic deficiencies?)

o special courses and small-group instruction .
*»

o tutorial assistance

o personal counseling

o help in mangging financial resources

o remedial courses: credit cr non-credit?

o extent of\student,support for the special program.

Beyond an identification of program components, Williams asks the fiullowing
provocative questions about special programs. How much financia. support

is needed to enable the student to assimilate into the university? Will
assimilation .between races occur if special housing is provided for the
disadvantaged? Should students attend all classes with modal students, or
should special courses be established? Williams' emphasis on assimilation
raises a question that reveals one of the difficulties in formulating criteria
for evaluative studies of prograﬁ effectiveness. Programs may fail in the

‘eyes of the institution because they have alienated the trustees, administra-

ticn, faculty, or a large portion of the student body; yet they may have
been notably successful with the disadvantaged students they were mandated
to serve. H, R. Kells,l a member of Rutgers University's Equal Opportunity
Council, notes that colleges and universities must be willing to change in
the following ways if they are truly committed to the needs of disadvantaged

students:

lPersonal communication with Mr. Chuck Stone, formerly of ETS.
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0 The university must have a philosophical commitment to
equal opportunity.

o It must be willing to reshuffle priorities permanently.

o Funds must be made available to pay full-time salaries for
Ley positions in admissions, talent search, and counseling.

© There should be several layers of entry throughout the
university for the disadvantaged.

0 States must be willing to provide ample financial aid.
o Equal opportunity must be multi-racial.

Wisdom and Shaw (1969) add the following suggastions for actualiziﬁg special
programs: o
0 Recruitment should be expanded beyond the school systems and

into the neighborhoods (on the streets, in factories, in pool
halls).

0 Remedial programs should be made available, but not compulsory.
They should focus on reading and study habits and the improve-
ment of basic skills.

o Extensive tutoring programs should be staffed by upper class
black students.

o A corps of black counselors should be developed, with access .
to-resources of assistance.

o Students should be steered into courses where they can be_
successful. :

o The curriculum should begin to reflect minority accomplishments,
perspectives, and needs. . }

Bayer and Boruch (1969a) present some penetrating questions which must be
explored before the nature of the impact of disadvantaged students on
institutions of higher education can be meanirigfully assessed:

k g What new curricula and programs might need to be adopted?
What educational programs expanded? What might be the
specific heeds for special remedial programs, or requirements
' for guidance and counseling services? What special demands
might be placed on institutional financial resources and
scholdrship programs? How might the changes in admissions
E policies of many colleges and universities in the United States
| affect those few institutions, particularly the predominantly
[ black, which historically have served a large proportion of
l
|
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underprivileged and ethnic minority students? 1Is the recruit-
ment of minority students actually bringing a larger proportion
of young black people into higher education? Or are the same
proportionate numbers being redistributed among different
institutions? How is the racial and ethnic composition of
American colleges and universities changing over time? How

are the educational and career aspirations of black students
changing? How much will the educational level of black young
adults in the population change over time [p. 372]?

[

As suggested earlier, the bulk of published réports of support services
for disadvantaged students tends to be opinionated and descriptive. A
multi-college review of disadvantaged students that relied on survey
questionnaire data as well as site visits and interviews has been reported
by Helen Astin (1970). One set of analyses is concerned with attitudinal
variables (e.g., satisfaction with college) by race and by participation
in special programs; another set of analyses is concerned with impact
criteria such as academic success and persistence. Yet about all that can
be concluded from this extensive effort is that students with good grades
in high school are more likely to be satisfied and successful in college;
or that Blacks are more likely to be dissatisfied with college and Indians
tc drop out. The chance for any hard findings to emerge in this study was,
however, hampered by fragmentary returns of questionnaires, reliance on
questionnaire criterion items that produced suspicious results
(no clearly expected differences in race, or on certain biographical items
such as '"flunked a course,'" between those reporting participation in a
program for disadvantaged students and those reporting no participation),
or the focus of the institutional case studies {(and some criterion groups
drawvn therefrom), on the '"nation's wealthiest' institutions.

In short: in one search for proof for or against impact of support
services, we are forced to agree with the conclusions of Etzioni (1971):

In reviewing the findings of about 150 different studies of
various systems of compensatory education, I have concluded
that evaluating the effects and benefits of this approach

is an extremely difficult undertaking. No piece of evidence
with which 1 am familiar supports the notion that, by putting
disadvantaged students through a few courses, seminars, week-
end workshops, or summer sessions, one can remedy the effects
of four hundred years of discrimination or of the four or

five years that separate disadvantaged students from their
academically prepared classmates. One does find in the litera-
ture the cases of three students here and eight students there
who have benefitted from such programs; however, the main
conclusion from the same body of literature points to the need
for reaching the disadvantaged student as early in his academic
career as possible [p. 115].

Etzioni goes on to state that only by an intensive, "multi-phased,'
well-staffed, and "rich system of compensatory education can we avoid
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awarding meaningless degrees or promoting the failure of students who find
themselves educationally frustrated, thus compounding the already existing
stigma.'" His proof, and ours, rests on urgency and hope, rather than on
clear demonstrations of success,

Special Support Programs in Graduate Study

A 1969 survey of 248 responding graduate institutions (of 287 who are
members of the Council of Graduate Schools) (Parry, 1970) found that of the
respondents, 357 stated they did have special programs or procédures for
applicants from "deprived circumstances," and an additional 24% indicated
some special treatment. The essential findings were:

Common methods of recruitment include sending literature to
undergraduate schools, visiting campuses, and making personal
contacts. Faculty members are most active in the recruiting.
Some graduate schools recruit nationally but many confine
their efforts largely to certain states or regions.

Substaatial numbers of graduate schools waive or liberalize the
admissions requirements or previous scholastic records and test
scores. Letters of recommendation are the most frequently

used additional criteria for evaluating the applicants.

Special remedial services are offered at many of the graduate
schools. Most commonly reported were tutoring, counseling
and advising, and offering courses at the undergraduate level.

The most frequently provided type of financial aid is partial or
total tuition remissiod. Aid for fees, fellowships or assistant-
ships, and occasional assistance for room rent and board are
other types. The dollar value per student ranges up to $5,000.
University funds are the most common source, followed by the
Federal Government and a few foundations.

Most of the special procedures and programs vere established
in 1967 or later. Few changes have been made or are planned.
Some plans include more money for the program, some expansion,
and greater recruitment efforts.

enrolled. The number of such students has increased substantially
in recent years.

Most of the graduate schools reporting special procedures or
programs feel that it is too early to evaluate their effective-
ness. Others reported that student achievement has been good
or excellent and that the rate of attrition has been low [p. 3].

Empirical Evaluations of Support Programs

Although support programs for disadvantaged as such are relatively

Many graduate schools report 10 or fewer disadvantaged students
} new, although their staffs seldom include evaluational research capability,

Q ?’3
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and although funding has seldom included money for local evaluation, there
are beginning to appear--principally in institutional or DSA files—-some
(generally unpublished) institutional studies. Although the greater
portion of these reports cite proof such as "increased visibility and
responsible assertiveness of client populations" or "growth of programs"
(M. E. Wilson, 1971, p. 20), some involve empirical studies.

These "empirical" studies take three essential forms. One is a
tracking of students over time through their support-service experience;
another is a correlational analysis of factors in academic performance and
persistence; and the third is an examination of student attitudes.

As might be expected, the data on student persistence are mixed (most
reports fail, incidentally, to report persistence of regular students),
For example, Dispenzieri and Giniger, in an undated paper stamped '"Not for
Distribution'" conclude, after studying the SEEK program at the City University
of New York: "At this stage, special programs may be too little, too late,
or too inappropriate for some students." For that program, Kweller (1971)
(in a paper also stamped "Not for Distribution") reports that of 1700
students entering three classes, 36% had been graduated after four years.
He found that 907% of those College Discovery program students completing
community college two-year programs enter senior institutions and, of these,
two-thirds graduate; and, that given reduced credit course load and '
remedial instruction from the beginning, disadvantaged performed "almost
as well as regular students." Dowdy (1971) found at West Chester State
College (Pa.) that of 110 students entering over three years, 60% had
failed or dropped out and that attrition could reach 90%; he noted improve-
ment as the Special Services program continued to develop--that is, found
a director, established activities, etc. Yet Kitano and Miller (1970,
PP. 56-57) report almost 90% of the Educational Opportunity Program students
in California public institutions who entered in 1967 and 1968 continued
into the second year, and that at the University regularly admitted EOP
students made a freshman average of 2.47, specially admitted, 2.00, against
an all-freshman average of 2.67. Klingelhofer and Longacre (1972),
reviewing progress of 52 EOP students clearly minority group members with
substandard high school records in a "fairly selective" western public
college against a control group matched only on sex and high school of
graduation, concluded:

.+. that EOP students persist and progress as well as other
students, but that their performance is clearly and signifi-
cantly below that of the typical student. There should be
small solace in the progress or persistence figures, however;
only a minority of students, whether EOP or regular admittees,
resemble the students who live in the imagination of faculty
members for whom the courses of study described in college
catalogs exist. About one-half of the students drop out;
those who do complete their course of study will need an
average of five years or more to graduate. And on this
melancholy scene, EOP students earn lower averages, make

more unsatisfactory grades, and are more likely to leave in
poor standing or to be disqualified academically than the
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ordinary entrant. But these’ facts have to be considered in
context. The EOP students were in almost every instance
extremely high risk; their background and preparation were
weak; and they were the first small group of students
enrolled at an institution which had almost no minority
students, although one-~fifth of the community in which it
existed was made up of minority groups. Potentialities for
success were also somewhat jeopardized by a college which

to some extent lacked both the skill and will to accommodate
this new clientele [p. 7].

At Boston University, Smith (1972) reports that for an intensive two-
year program involving team teaching, a core curriculum, extensive counsel-
ing, and close attention to students, three classes of over 500 students
placed 64% in four-year colleges, with 84% of those transferring within
B. U. receiving a baccalaureate degree.

A series of studies by MacMillan and his associates at Santa Barbara
City College (LeBlanc & MacMillan, 1970; Adams, LeBlanc & MacMillan, 1970;
MacMillan, 1970a-c, 197la-c) documents the financial and scholastic dis-
advantage of students in that institution's Extended Opportunity Program,
and finds generally that tutoring improves retention rates or that those
who accept tutoring are more likely to persist than those who do not. The
experience there also suggests that financial assistance alone is not
enough; that tutoring to the extent of a.cost of about $14.00 per credit
hour attempted does appear effective. Braverman (1971) shows dramatic
change in before/after writing samples for disadvantaged in an intensive
six weeks summer program designed to improve communication. Studies at
Texas Southmost (Texas Southmost College, 1971, 1972) of their tutoring program
show improved grades and demonstrate, from increased use of tutoring when the
tutoring center was moved to a central location on campus, the importance
of such structural factors.

More significant than such occasional findings is the general paucity
of reports of academic performance and retention. This situation can only
lead to the suspicion that, on the whole, few institutions have yet achieved
performance and retention rates that compare favorably with those for
traditional students at the same institution. These fragmentary and
scattered reports also point up some of the hazards: low attrition of
disadvantaged can be explained by a generally low institutional attrition
rate, or by shunting students into atypical courses where different grading
standards are employed (at least, the necessary control groups may not be
useful because of different course loads and patterns). On the other hand,
there is a suggestion that work over an extended time, with an aggressive
and personal faculty, a coordinated, multi-faceted support program, and% ,
an environment where the gulf in ability between disadvantaged and modal
students 1is not absurd, can result in substantial numbers graduating.
And a final note of caution: as Thomas (1971) has pointed out in citing
Brown University data: What one institution sees as "high risk" may
be eligibie for regular admission at all but 5 or 10% of all other institu-
tions. Estimates of the success of disadvantaged students must take into
account how high risk they are indeed in the first place; what the institu-
tion considers going attrition rates, which may be applied indiscriminately,
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as Aiken (1963) and Webb (1959) have pointed out; and what indeed these
students learn. That the latter cannot be attested by standardized norms-
reference tests of achievement (like the Graduate Record Examination) is
suggested by Thomas and Muller's (1972) exploration for USOE concerned
with the efficiency of educational expenditures for compensatory education.

There have been even fewer attempts to study empirically the effective-
ness of various support program components such as counseling, particular
remediation, or ethnic identity activities. For example, Haettenschwiller
(1971) states the opinion that traditional counseling approaches have
seldom proved appropriate for the disadvantaged, and suggests effective
counseling must involve the counselor as a provider of resources, who
makes initial contact in an outrxeach situation, recognizes the need to
motivate parents, and is sensitive to tensi.ns that relate to the counselee's
life style that he may need maintained rather than eased. Vontress (1969)
similarly stresses knowledge of traditional life stylies peculiar to the
different subcultures. But demonstrations of effectiveness of counseling
the disadvantaged are as rare as they are for counseling in general.

Studies of individual factors-—affecting retention on academic
performance for students in support programs suggest in one instance
academic or technical high school program graduates (Dispenzieri & Giniger,
undated), and, as might be expected, that high school average was the
best predictor (when diploma track was held constant), This study did
compare grade regressions for modal vs. disadvantaged students, but was
hampered by the range restriction problem, with different variables
restricted in each of the two groups.

G.  Summary

The state of the art of research on the disadvantaged in higher educa-
tion would seem still to be in the infancy stage. There is yet no clear
understanding of the causes and remedies for the deficits in traditional
learning activities that the poor sustain, though the barriers are real
and well documented. Current large-scale efforts consist of intensive
application of packages of traditional vehicles--counseling, tutoring,
remediation, ‘etc.--though with a growing awareness that the target
group has distinctive needs and responses that an educational psychology
and instructional system based on the majority population cannot yet
adequately encompass.
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CHAPTER 3

- The Design and Procedures of the Study
L

The general purposes and specific objectives of the evaluation study
reported herein were outlined in Chapter 1 of this report. In brief, these
purposes and objectives have to do with the assessment of existing programs
in higher education for disadvantaged students--with particular concern for
the degree to which the programs are beneficial to students, meet their
acadéemic and personal n. :ds, and insure their retention in school, and also
special concern for the impact of the programs on the institutions.

The study was conducted in two phases, The first, a planning phase,
began in Argust 1971, and extended through January 1972; work in this period
involved the literature review summarized in the preceding chapter, the
inventory of specific questions the study should address, the full develop-
ment of the research design, the development of administrative and data
management procedures, the development of instrumentation, and a preliminary
survey of all institutions of higher education in the United States. The
second phase focused on the data collection, analysis, and report, and began
in February 1972, with data collection completed in June of 1972.

A. Phase I- The Preparation and Plan for the Study

1. The Scope of Work Defined by the Request for Proposal

* The basic Request for Proposal defined a scoﬁe of work that would utilize
a national sample of 100 colleges, overweighted with institutions with a
substantial number of disadvantaged students. Ten thousand students from
“these colleges, representing both disadvantaged and regular students, would
be polled by questionnaire, followed by in-depth interviews with 1,000
disadvantaged students. In addition, a group of thirty institutions from
the sample would be visited; these institutions were to include an over-
weighting of colleges and universities believed to have exemplary Special
Services Programs. '

-

2. The Questions to Be Asked by the Study

As the literature search progressed, questions that the study should
answer were® inventoried. These questlons included, in general: the char-
acteristics of the students in the programs; the characteristics of the
institutions that provide special support services for disadvantaged; the
criteria of success; individual, institutional, and programmatic factors
related to success; the impact of programs on the students; the impact of
programs and disadvantaged students on the institutions; the effectiveness
of the federal effort; the prescription of proposal evaluation and project
monitoring procedures; and the projection of national needs. Representative
questions in each of these topical areas are provided in the following pages.
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Characteristics of students in the programs: What are the background
characteristics of the students that may be relevant to their entry into and
progress in higher education? How do they differ from regular students in
these regards? Considering the several racial/ethnic groups represented, .
in what ways do these groups differ? What.attracted these students to persist
through high school and into college? How critical do the various elements -
in special assistance programs at the pre-college level, particularly in
federally supported programs, seem to be? What Ho these students feel they
need at the point of entry into higher education? What are their long-term
aspirations for continuing education and adult work roles?

Characteristics of institutions serving the disadvantaged: What kinds
of institutions typically serve the disadvantaged? What kinds of institu-
tions have made substantial moves in this direction? Are there regional
differences in institutional and program availability for disadvantaged
students? What local or national forces served to encourage the programs
or the acceptance of disadvantaged students? What %ariety of support services
are offered, and at what costs? How are programs supported? What differences
exist between programs supported by federal sources and programs supported
by other sources? 'What regular program or activities of the institution seem
to have special relevance or utility for the disadvantaged?

Criteria of success: Of the needs perceived by the student, how effec-
tively are these served by the special programs? How satisfied are the
students with their academic programs and progress, their social life, and
their chances to continue? How successful are the affected students in
terms of academic performance and persistence? What form do institutional
evaluations of program success take? What are the attitudes -toward the
programs and their students by other students, faculty, administration, and
.program staff? What problems are encountered in program installation, main-
tenance, and enhancement, and which of these appear critical? Are the
programs .reasonably cost—efficient?

Individual, institutional, and program factors related to success: What
kinds of students profit most from support services? What personal character-
istics and traits are related to satisfaction with program and institution, °
to program impact, and to success and persistence in college? Are there
differences in the impact of programs that are related to the racial/ethnic
group served? With regard to institutional factors: What institutional
features assure institutional receptiveness and facilitation--selectivity,
aff%uence,,institutional policies and goals, related facilities, faculty and
administrative attitudes, and so forth? With regard to program factors:

What program director characteristics and roles are associated with successful
programs? Under what priorities and objectives do the most successful
programs operate? What is the content of successful programs, and what
content seems most crucial? Finally, what critical interactions exist among
these three classes of factors--that is, what kinds of students are best
served by what kinds of programs in what kinds of institutions? -

Impact of the programs and the students on the institutions: What have

been the impact and consequences of the programs and their students on the
institutions? What changes 1in prevailing student and faculty attitudes and

Q o -
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behavio; seem to have occurred? What features of the programs, and what
kinds of students, would be preserved if federal support were withdrawn?
What pa?allel activitieg or functions have been developed, and how permanent
do they seem? Are there changes in regular courses, programs, and institu-
tional goals that can be attributed to the new support programs and their
students?
. -

Effectiveness of the federal effort: What has been bought, at what
costs in! the different institutiounal markets? Are the programs that are now
being funded effective? Are the most appropriate target groups of disadvantaged
studentslbeing reached, and ;to what degree? How effective are the current
proscriptions of guidelines, award, and monitoring procedures by USOE, and
what changes would make them more effective? How effective are the
federally supported efforts in comparison with efforts supported by other
sources? | ’

Prescription of proposal evaluation and project monitoring procedures:
From the hnswers to the foregoing questions: What constitutes an effective
program, ?nd how may it be recognized from the material presented in the
proposal?l What kinds of advice and guidance are needed from federal program
officers?’ What kinds of data on the institutions, programs, and students
should be routinély collected?

Projection of national priorities and needs: What numbers of students
need special assistance now and what will be the need in five years? What
types of sppport programs are needed, and what are the costs? Where should
these be placed most effectively--by region and by in§titutional type?

3. Tﬂe Development of the Instrumentation

Six d[fferent questionnaires were developed for use in the evaluation
study. These included: (1) a brief questionnaire to be directed to all
institutions of higher education as a census of numbers of disadvantaged
served, special support services, and costs.(the "All-institution Census") ;
(2) a self-administering student questionnaire; (3, 4, 5) three institutional
questionnaires designed to gather general institutional information, infor-
mation on special support programs for the disadvantaged, and information
on other regular support programs felt relevant for or used by disadvantaged
students; and, (6) a student interview guide. (Questionnaires 2 through 6
were to be directed to students (or institutions) representing samples of
U.S. higher education institutions, as described in Section A-5, p. 3-11, of
this chapter.) )

_ The All~institution Census Form: The purposes to be served by the
All-institution Census were: (1) to provide a base for determining
specifications for stratified samples of institutions and students to be
studied in a later stage o the evaluati'éhroject; (2) to provide a
national census of special programs for disadvantaged students, with
particular attention to voids and overlaps in educational treatment and
financial support; and, (3) to nrovide a data base for a monitoring and
management information system for USOE, and to pretest later information




requests that might productively be 1ncorporated in the ngher ‘Education General
Informatlon Survey (HEGIS).

The content of the All-institution Census included the following eleven

topical areas: (1) the total current fund expenditures for the fiscal
year ending 1971; (2) full-time equivalent opening fall enrollment in 1971,
as defined by the HEGIS survey of that year; (3) on-campus residence capacity;
(4) selectivity in admissions; (5) descriptions of special programs available
for disadvantaged students in terms of year of origin, numbers of students
served, faculty and staff involved and extent of their involvement, cost, and
source of support; (6) available support activities within the special programs;
(7) total costs of special programmatic attention for disadvantaged students;
(8) estimate of numbers of students and costs for "optimal"™ attention to
disadvantaged students in 1972-73; (9) opinion of President as to scurces from
which increased support should be sought; (10) estimate of proportion of under-
graduates from families w1th1n the National Poverty Classification; and,
(11) estimate of proportions of disadvantaged students transferring, graduating,
or continuing for graduate study. Space was provided for comments. An instruc-
tion sheet with the necessary definitions was also developed. The question-
naire and instruction sheet are given in Appendix A.

. This questionnaire was reviewed by nine officials of state governing
or administrative boards and administrators of various kinds of institutions.
Because of time constraints and the straightforward nature of the question-
,naire no formal pretesting was conducted.

The Student Questionnaire: The purposes of \the student questionnaire
were to obtain information about student origin a characteristics at a
sample of U.S. institutions of higher education, uge of special support
services, attitudes toward ‘and performance in college, and aspirations for
continuing in higher education and for ultimate vocational role. The
questionnaire included criterion items to determine the existence and
nature of disadvantage and criterion items designed to permit identification
of the disadvantaged student in terms of Special Services Programs guideline
definitions. In addition, ethnic or racial group was identified as were a
number of other characteristics potentially relevant to his adjustment to
cq}lege such as: sex, age, veteran status, parental education and occupation
levels, and academic performance in high school. Even more critical were
questions designed to yield student derived criteria of (1) program and
college impact and (2) student success and satisfaction. These included
reports of level of academic performance in college, degree of student
satisfaction with a variety of aspects of life and work in college, degree
of knowledge and use of facilitating program elements, extent of plans for
education beyond present program of study, and value laden attitudes
associated with traditional academia.

Three basic and important kinds of analyses of data from the student
questionnaire were contemplated.. The first analysis was to be essentially
descriptive. Here, the '"disadvantaged" student would be contrasted with
the "modal" student, in terms of (a) essential biographical characteristics,
for example, age, sex, marital status, parental occupational and educational
levels, community of origin; (b) educational and vocational activities,
accomplishments, and aspirations; (c) perceptions of current educational
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environment; (d) perception of educational, social, and personal needs; (e)
personal values and cultural affiliations; and (f) plans for the future.
The second basic analysis had as its goal the determination of
personal and institutional factors related to program effectiveness, as
attested by student-oriented criteria (e.g., acadeiic performance and
satisfaction with college)-

u
3

The third basic analysis was to be concerned with examining differences
among the following three institutional classifications that will be repre-
sented in the sample institutions to be employed: (a) institutions with
federally supported Special Services Programs; (b) institutions with
special programs or activities similar to,those provided in the Special
Services Programs, but supported by other than federal sources; and (c)
institutions with disadvantaged students but no particular formal program
or provision of specific services for disadvantaged students.

Two major sources were utilized in the formulation of the questionnaire. ;
The first was the inventory of ‘questions posed for the total inquiry and the
review of the literature on disadvantaged, including reference to unpublished -
working papers of various researchers, followed by discussion with these
people where such seemed fruitful, for example, Dr. Robert Berls, OPBE; Dr.
Leo Mundy, American College Testing Program; and Dr. Ed Gordon, Teachers
College, Columbia University.

The 'second major source was review of a large number of published or
proposed questionnaires. For example, some key items were taken verbatim
from: the College Student Questionnaire, Part 2 Form 200 D, published by
ETS; questionnaires proposed for use in the National Longitudinal Study of
the Class of '72 by the Research Triangle Institute; the Student Descriptive
Questionpaire of the College Entrance Examination Board; and, the Questionnaire
on Student and College Characteristics, Form QU 691, published by ETS and CEEB.

Many items were adapted from other instruments; including the Inventory
of College Activities of the American Council on Education; the College and
University Environment Scales by C. Robert Pace; a pool of items assembled by
Martin Trow for ETS following a formal review of some 140 published and
unpublished student biographical inventories; and the Institutional Function-
ing Inventory and Institutional Goals Survey of ETS. -

»

Some 800 potcntial questionnaire items were assembled, and reviewed by
a number of ETS research staff who were specialists in minority affairs and
college student survey questionnaire construction. This review resulted
in about 600 potential dtems. A final selection of items requiring 449
responses in an inventory or multiple choice .format was made after'study
and a day-long conference between professional ETS staff assigned to the
study and réﬁresenﬁatives from USOE, including: Dr. Robert Berls and Dr.
Sal Corrallo, of the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation (OPBE);
Dr. John Rison Jones of the Division of Student Assistance; and, Mrs. Sheila
Platoff, representing the Acting Associate Commissioner of Higher Education.
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The proposed questionnaire was further modified, although not extensively,
through formal reviews by the OPBE staff, representatives of OE to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB), and by OMB,

The final questionnaire, designed to permit recording of responses on
computer tape by key-taping, is provided in Appendix A of this report.

- -

The Institutional Questfonnaires: The general purpose of the institu-
tional questionnaires was to collect intensive and detailed statistical data
on the institution, together with attitudinal data from key individuals
(program directors), for use in later analysis of institutional factors

‘associated with successful programs and disadvantaged stident functioning.

Part I of this instrument was directed toward general institutional .
history in serving disadvantaged students, enrollment trends over the past
five years, ability, and attrition data for modal and disadvantaged students,
minority group representation on faculty and staff, institutional definition
of disadvantaged, and finally, an inventory of past and present programs,
activities, and emphases available that may facilitate the retention and
progress of disadvantaged students, together with any evidence of their
effectiveness. In final format, this rather formidable instrument provided
over 400 spaces requiring write-in statistical data (for example, headcount),
some twenty-five open-end items requesting information on institutional pulicy,
and over 200 data items that could be entered by checking an appropriate
response option provided.

The second institutional questionnaire (Part II) was designed to permit
directors of special support programs for disadvantaged students to describe
these programs in terms of formal objectives, current budget, year of
origin, numbers of sfudénts served, staff assigned to program, description

) of program elements (counseling, tutoring, and so forth, with cost of each),
source of funds, and some 25 open-end questions about program policy and .
functioning, forces that created the program, problems experienced in
operating the program, needed changes, criteria used in evaluating program
effectiveness, and brief general information as to perceived needs of
students served.

The third institutional questionnaire (Part II1) was, in effect, a brief
version of the second institutional questionnaire, but directed toward
program directors for regular college programs judged to be particularly
relevant for or popular with disadvantaged students. Again, objectives,
budget information, numbers of students served, and general information about
program functioning was requested, usually with particular emphasis on
elaborating on activities affecting disadvantaged students.

A set of definitions and instructions for completing these questionnaires
was also developed. As for the All-institutional Census form, no elaborate
pretesting was conducted, but tentative forms were discussed in interview
situations with a variety of institutional staff of the kind to whom the
questionnaires might be directed for completion.

ERIC
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The three institutional questionnaires, together with the instructions,
and as ultimately approved by USOE and OMB, are included in this report in
Appendix A,

o ’

/
The Student Interview Guide: The basic scope of work for the evaluation

study included the in-depth interviewing of a subsample of 1,300 disadvantaged
students surveyed by the student questionnaire. The in-depth interview was
to focus on the more personal, subtle, and dynamic factors affecting the

students' performance and outlook, and was to validate or amplify the
student questionnaire data.

v

Prior work in this area by members of the ETS research teaml had found
that student peers could successfully be trained and commissioned to take
on this’ task on their home campuses. Although such interviews and reports
lack certain qualities (e.g., avoidance of leading questions; careful and
objective report of what the student said), that might be expected of
professionals, the important problem of easy, and natural access to the
target student is solved. Excesses or biases in reporting are treated by
gathering together the interviewers from a number of campuses to tell each
other what they learned, and to verify tentative conclusions drawn from their
interview reports. This procedure also yields another rich source of data:
student interviewers are systematically exposed, through random sampling,
to a cross-section of the interviewer group they represent, and their reports

to one another become, in effect, 'bxpert testimony'which becomes another data
source in itself. . )

P4

F 4
It was decided to use this strategy for the in-depth interviews for the )
current inquiry. Accordingly, a rather detailed structure for the interview
and instructions for its use were developed.

The student interview guide drawn up by the ETS research team consisted
of questions in ten topical areas:

1. Secondary school background--the student's perceptions of strengths

and weaknesses, past performance level and accomplishments or lack

of them. The essential purpose of these questions is to search for

. the student's perception of his strengths and weaknesses of prepara-
tion, to determine if the special program features his college provides
seem relevant to his expressed needs.

Z. Factors affecting the decision to attend college and to attend the
college of choice--the student's perceptions of influences affecting
his decision. Experience with and reaction to features of* any
facilitating programs for college-bound disadvantaged. The essential
purpose of these questions is to evaluate the impact of any special
precollege forces of academic facilitation or of resulting enhance-
ment of aspirations for college. This evaluation may be achieved

lDavis, J. A., & Borders-Patterson, A. Black students in predomidantly
white North Carolina colleges and universities. Research Report #2. new
York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1973.
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by noting the substance of the students' report and by comparing
responsgs of those in precollege programs to those not in such
programs. A secondary purpose was to predict which preparatory
programs or motivational forces would be most effective if recruit-
ment of disadvantaged students is further enlarged. '

Student's perception of the institution and its academic, personal,
social, and economic demands--These questions will be used for
rather direct assessment of the way the target group of students
perceive their environment, and the way they feel they were able

to respond to its demands. Any frequent themas that indicate dreas
or classes of difficulties would be of particular interest as
would ratings of degree and sources of satisfaction the students
experience,

Student's knowledge and use of special programs--The student's
perception of program strengths and weaknesses; other programs
or activities he feels would be helpful. . The institutional
questionnaire will establish' the spéc1al programmatlc resources
that exist, while questions in this section~will be used to test
student knowledge of those resources, their use of and reaction to
the resources, and suggestions of improvements students felt were
needed.

4
Student perception of nature and opportunity for social life on
campuses for himself and others--Several recent studies suggest
that there may be values and behavior guifs between disadvantaged
students and the prevailing campus culture, and that the smaller
numbers of peers for choice as friends pose special problems in
establishing a satisfactory social 1ife. The questions in this-
section will explore this issue further and will be used in
contingency analyses to determine relationships to other kinds
of satisfactions that social life is suspected to moderate.

Student involvement in ethnic unity groups, and the nature and
probable impact of such groups on him--Ethnic unity groups (fre-
quently apparently quite vigorous and active) are a phenomenon of
the introduction of new subcultures into the climates that prevail
on many campuses. There is no hard evidence to indicdte whether the
groups facilitate or hamper academic goals or personal satisfaction.
These items will be used to sample the extent of participation in
such groups and tentatively, by comparison of responses of 'actives"
and "nonactives" to other questions, to identify the meaning or
implications of active involvement. -

Student perception of general problems and concerns--The essential
purpose of these questions is to inventory and assess student
perceptions of problems, generalize about the effectiveness of
programs designed to ease those probléms, or to suggest new program-
matic elements that would seem worth adding. Where problems seem
characteristic of a particular institution rather than characteristic
of all institutions without a program designed to meet that class

of problem, an interaction between program and school would be
suggested.

2
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8. Student's occupational and educational aspirations--One important
goal of the Special Services Programs is to encourage disadvantaged
students to continue in graduate study. One important criterion
of program impact is student intent to continue in the general
college program until he completes it, or intent to continue into
graduate study. Questions in this area will be used to test impact
of programs: in these regards by looking for relationships between -.
institutional differences in student response and institutional -
Oor program aspects. (given interinstitutional variability),

9. Student's perception of impact of college on his personal develop-
ment, how he feels hée has changed as -a result of his college
experience--Questions in this area represent another attempt to
get at impact of colleges and special programs on the target
population of students. .

10. Personal data--Basic biographical characteristics (age, sex,
mirority group, and so forth) will be used to establish categories
for intra—groﬁp comparisons. These items, in the same format as
that provided on the student questionnaire, will be used as "sort"
categories tg classify important subgroups of students for compara-
tive analysis, and to permit matching of interview data for these
subgroups with questionnaire data for similar subgroups. The latter
use is particularly important as it is reasonable to assume that
some of the subgroups may be less accessible to questionnaire study
than others; thus, the interview may be used as some evidence of
validity of the questionnaire data for a range of respondents.

The questions used to obtain these kinds of information were pretested
and revised by project staff in interview situations with nine minority students
from three institutions with Special Services Programs. The final form as
used in™the study, together with a summary of instructions provided student
interviewers, is shoyn in Appendix A. :

s,

4., Procedures for and Conduct of All-ihécitution Census

N

Questionnaire mailing: On October 28, 1971, following limited pretesting
and OMB review and approval, the census form was mailed to the presidents
of 2,991 United States and territorial institutions of higher education serv-
ing underg{gi;?tes. This population of institutions was determined by the
7

merging of Imstitutions (dncluding separately their branch campuses) listed
in the 1970-71 edition of the Higher Education Directory published by the
National Center for Educational Statistics, USOE, and those institutions
contained on a continuously updated mailing list maintained by Educational
Testing Service and the College Entrance Examination Board. However, those
institutions that served no undergraduate students were eliminated (e.g.,
theological schools offering only post-graduate courses, schools of medicine
offering no courses for undergraduates in allied health fields, and so forth).
A letter (see Appendix A), signed by the Acting Associate Commissioner of
Higher Education, USOE, advising of the study and seeking cooperation was
seut to the presidents of the institutions along with the census form.

oy
gt
<
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Institutions were asked to return the form by November 30, 1971, with the
final cut-off date set for December 15, 1971. By December 9, however, only
1,123%institutions, 37 percent, had returned the survey. Indeed, the time
of year and the minimum time allotted (less than four weeks allowing for mail
delays) posed real problems for many institutions. Follow-up efforts were
therefore initiated, and the cut-off gate was extended to January 15, 1972.
Follow-up €fforts with nonresponding institutions: A follow-up letter
was mailed to presidents of the 1,868 nonresponding schools on December 10,
1971. A copy of this letter is included in Appendix A. By December 15,
1971, the first proposed cut-off date, only 1,275 or 42.5% of the census
forms had been returned. The return rate on January 15 was 52.4% or 1,572
returned forms. By this time it had become obvious that return would be
considerably less than desired and further followbup efforts were made.

To determlne the biases of the responding portion of the population of
institutions, an intensive follow-up by mailgram was initiated on January
20, 1972, to 200 selected nonresponding 1nstigyt10ns. A copy of this mail-
gram is included in Appendix A. The mailgram requested that a representative
of the president of the institution telephone Educational Testing Service to
supply the information requested in the census form. The institutions
selected for this mallgram follow-up included all nonresponding schools
participating in USOE-funded Special Services for Disadvantaged Students
(N = 101) and a random sample of 99 additional nonresponding institutions.
Only 22 of the 200 instituti.ns responded to the mailgram within a ten day
period.

An attempt was then made to contact the presidents of the remaining
institutions directly by telephone. For the institutions responding to the
mailgram as well as those institutions which could be reached by ETS-
initiated telephoning, some data in the census form were systematically
collected by telephone interview, Additionally all institutions so contacted
were requested to complete and return the full census form*at an early date.
This venture, while obviously expensive in terms of both personnel time and
telephone time, was considerably less than successful as a form of follow-
up data collection. By February 15, vigorous efforts to contact the
institutions and to get the requested information still had not been successful
for 23 of the 101 SSDS institutions, though ultimately all but 7 were reached.
Also, by August 15, 1972, only 34 of the 101 SSDS participating institutions,
which were sent mailgrams and had been reached by telephone in all but 7
instances, had returned a completed census form. Research team members attempt-
ing to conduct such telephone interviews were frequently transferred from
extension to exteasion in an effort to locate an appropriate official having
sufficient information available with which to answer.the telephone interview
questions. Moreover, research team members encountered numerous professions ,
of good intent and promises to call back which never materialized.? As a
result of these telephone surveys, however, some meaningful data were col-
lected, which was subsequently used to test certain biases which may have
existed in the sample of institutions that ultimately returned census forms.

2These difficulties virtually disappeared when an ETS staff member was
later placed in Washinglon, to make calls "from USOE."

¥
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A final cut-off date of March 30, 1972, was established. As of that
date, 1,766 or 59% of the 2,991 institutions had retumied census forms.
The report provided in ihe next chapter is based on this group of institu-
tions. -

ﬁQcoding of data: Some data for all 2,991 institutions in the popula-~ .
tion to which the census forms were pailed, as fell as all determinable data
from returned census forms, was encoded and transferred to computz. cards.

The number of computer cards per inftitution varied. Card 1, containing
general information on the institution from routife data of record as well

as additional data from the census, where available, was prepared for all
2,991 institutions. For Phose institutions responding to the census with

at least a partially completed -census form, two additional cards were
prepared--the second card containing moré general institutional information,
the third containing collapsed data relative to all, if any, special programs °
existing at the institution. Further, for those institutions listing one or
more special programs for disadvantaged "students, one card for each special
program listed was prepared and contained program specific information.

From the card layout, it can be seen that the encoding of the census
responses was quite straightforward. In some instances, however, minor
transformations were applied to the data (e.g., derived ratios and a scaling
of the extent of selectivity). Few problems, therefore, developed in the
encoding. A 10%Z sample of keypunched data was examined for error, which was
found to be within reasonable limits. ‘However, to insure greater accuracy,
several passes of the entire data set were made to clean up obviously
discrepant codes. 0

A data tape, in card image format, has been provihéd to USOE-Office of
Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation. All specific institution identity, informa~
tion was removed from the data contained on thég tape. _

Report of analyses of the All-institution Census data is given as
Chapter 4 in this report.

5. The Sampling Plans

Enumeration of the several samplings: The design of the study required
that five basic samplings be conducted. The first sampling involved the
seleotion of 120 U. S. institutions of post-secondary education, each to
provide responses to the institutional questionraire. Previous reference
has been made to a sample of 100 institutions requested by the RFP. That
number was increased to 120, to accommodate the sampling 'strata employed,
and to guard against shrinkage through incomplete data. The second sampling
involves the selection of 60 of these 120 institutions ,or addition of the
student interviews. The third sampling established a subset of 30 of the
120 institutions for visitation. :

S

The fourth and fifth samplings involved the selegction of students within
the 60 seiected institutions cf the second sample. The fourth sampling
identified from 80 to 120 freshmen-and sophomores for administration of the

122
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student questionnaires. The fifth sampling involved the selection of from
15 tec 25 students from the disadvantaged portion of students in the fourth
sampling to participate in the in~depth interviews.

Sampling I and II: Because the investigation involved sequentially
dependent sampling, the population from which the sample of 120 institutions
was drawn was defined as those institutions which had re:turned the AIC by
January 15. The response rate for the AIC on January 15 was 52.4%, or 1,572
institutions. Those institutions returning forms but providing no informa-~
tion thereon (N = 268) were excluded. (Several forms were returned with
various notations, e.g., institution closed ox closing or no disadvantaged
students and no other informatiod provided.) This populatlon was augmcnted
by the 200 institutions from which classification information had been
sought through telephone contact. However, one further restriction was
imposed on this base population and, those institutions having fewer than
150 disadvantaged freshmen and sophomores (N, 163) were deleted from the
list. The ultimate population from which the 120 institutions were draWn
consisted of 1,341 institutions.

)

It was predetermined that fifty of the sample of 120 institutions would
have concurrent SSDS programs, and could therefore be expected to.respond .
For the remaining 70 institutions, a backup sample of 70 additional institu-
tions was drawn, since it was expected that some schools in the pr1me sample
would refuse to participate. Each school in the backup sample was matched
(as well as possible) to a school in the prime samplé. Where a school in
the prime sample refused to partic1pape in the study, its matched pair
counterpart in the backup sample was contacted to take its place. Sixty of
the 120 institutions in the sample were to be identified for the purpose of
participation in conducting the in-depth student interviews. These two sets
of 60 institutions each are referred to as subsamples S1 gnd S2. The backup

subsamples are referred to as s11 and s2!

The sampling of institutions was, most precisely, a constrained random
sampling. The major facets of constraint, the levels of these facets, and

the number of institutions at each level of each facet are listed in Table 3-1,

both for the total sample and for S1 and S2. The classification of institu-
tions as to.facet levels was based primarily on responses from the AIC. A
complete crossing of these facets (to provide the framework for a stratified
sampling design) would be relatively meaningless, since such a design would
produce considerably more cells than the sample of institutions could fill.
For this reason, institutions were selected only ia terms of the marginal
distributions of the facets as opposed to a joint distribution of crossed
facets. As will be noted below, the two subsamples S1 anu S2 were matched
in terms of their marginal facet level frequenc1es. Where complete matching
of S1 and S2 on level frequencies of all facets proved impossible, then
allowarice was made for lack of complete match on the 'least important' facet,
the 'next least important' facet, and so forth, as required for completion
of sampling. The order of perceived importance of the constraining facets
is reflected in their order of presentation in Table 3-..

Each non-SSDS instltution in subsample S1 (or S2) was paired with an
instictution in subsample‘Sll (or s2l 3. This pairing of the alternate

-
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Table 3-1

Characteristics of the Study Sample, in Terms of Sampling Facets

s

//

o

NUMBERS OF INSTITUTIONS

/ Interview No Interview Total
/ FACET (Sample S-1) (Sample S-2) Sample
S
SSDS ‘PARTICIPATION:
7 Participat{ng now . 23 24 47
Dropped from SSDS after first year 3 2 S5
Applied (was not funded) for SSDS 17 18 35
- Never applied for SSDS 17 16 33
INSTITUTION TYPE: .
- PGblic predominantly black institution 6 6 12
Private predominantly black institution 6 6 12
_Public traditionally white selective inst. .8 5 13
Public traditionally white non-selective. inst. 15 17 32
| Private traditionally white selective inst. 6. 5° 11
K Private traditionally white non-selective inst. 5 9 14
Community college or other 2-year institution 14 12 26
PROGRAM "SUCCESS:
| Snccessful 12 11 23
| Not successful -7 7 14
| Other (nondescript) 41 42 383
|
[ SOURCE OF PROGRAM SUPPORT: .
P Some programs funded completely by non-federal -
| funds 29 30 59
; Other (including schools with no programs) 21 21 42
| Not classified ’ 10 9 19
RESIDENTIALITY:
. ' 50% or more of students live on campus 24 22 46
| Less than 50% of students live on campus 36 38 74
 USOE REGION: v
: 1 ‘ ’ 3 2 5
i , 2. 8 4 iz
3 7 4 ‘11
| ] 4 12 13 25
: o 5 6 9 15
| 6 8 0 17
7 3 3 6
3 = « 3 3 6
9 . 7 .10 17
10 3 3. 6
HISTORY OF RACIAL UNREST: Y
Relative harmony ’ . 4 4 8
| Confrontation or tension. , 9 A 6 5 11
. Other 124 50 51 101
: O ‘ '
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subsample institutions with the prime subsample institution was on the basis

of facet level on all facets. The method of selection of S1' and S2', there-
fore, was a matching, institution by institution on all levels of all facets,
with the institutions preViOUsly selected for S1 and S2. Where perfect match-
ing was not possible, allowances were made for lack of complete match on the
'least important' facet, etc., as previously described. Where an institution
in one of the prime subsamples and that institution's paired alternative in

the respective backup subsamples both refused to participate, the best possible
watch of all schools remaining in the backup subsample was used in the final
sample institutions.

The sampling technique to be used, while relatively complex, lends’
itself quite naturally to a simple computerized matching search technique
within a list of institutions which has been randomly permuted.

The first facet--that of highest priority-—is concerned with "successful"
VS, nonsuccessﬁul" programs. ''Expert opinion" was the only readily avail-
able source of preliminary classification of success. This was obtained by
poll of several groups: (a) Division of Student Assistance staff, (b) reliance
on field staff of ETS and the College Board who continuously visit campuses,
and (c) the advice and experience of selcct observers (such as Dr. Ed Gordon).
From a poll of thirty-one such people, institutions appearing on at least
three lists as successful (but never unsuccessful) or unsuccessfui (but never
successful) were listad for random selection therefrom.

o .

The other facets were determined by data of record or data from the

All-institution Census.

Y

The 120 institutions selected are listed in Appendix B.

The subset of institutions for site visit: Thirty institutions were
drawn, from the total sample of 120 institutions, for visitation. The original
plan was to select 20,,SSDE instiiutions with highly successful programs, and
10 with unsuccessiul programs, according to expert opinion as cuciined iu
the previous section. However, it was agreed that the institutions visited
should include some with purportedly model programs that were not receiving
federal support. The sample should inciude colleges enrolling students
representing all the various subgroups of disadvantage and those culleges
should represent various parts of the country. .

Accordingly, the country was divided roughly into East, Central, and
Western states, with ten institutions drawn from each. OJne additional insti-
tution with SSDS support was added after the site visits began. This
institution originally refused to participate in the total study, but did
agree to a site visit. Thus, the sample of 31 institutions (see Appendix B)
is not representative of any population of institutions. However, it is
hoped that they represent the wide variety of elements and qualities--the
extremes--that would be found if a larger number of institutions were visited.

The principal selection criterion was the subjective judgment of success-
ful or nonsuccessful program. Fifteeu institutions were drawn that had
received a vote of "outstanding' from at least three USOE or ETS staff;

| 2529
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seven institutions selected had received a vote of clearly not outstanding,

or had, after initial SSDS funding, been dropped from the program; nine

others were drawn from institutions known %o have major programmatic efforts
involving minority groups which were not represented in the clearly outstanding
or not outstanding groups.

There are, of course, many possibilities for bias in making some kinds
of generalizations from the data provided by the 31 institutions. For the
reco;d& therefore, further description of the sample may be useful.

A total of 23 states were represented among the 31 institutions:
California--5; Texas--3; Michigan--2; Ohio--2; and, one each from Arkansas,
‘Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Missouri, New Jersey, North Carolina, Oregon, Rhode Island, South
Dakota, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. As for federal support for
Special Services, 17 institutions were currently conducting federally funded
Special Services Programs, three had held prior awards but had been dropped

" from federal funding, and the eleven remaining institutions had significant.
minority student populations but did not receive federal support for support-
ing services, ' As for college type, traditionally white institutions included:
main campuses of major state universities--6; branch campuses of major state
universities--4; public four-year colleges--5; public two-year coileges—-3;
private, highly selective liberal arts colleges—-4; private, moderately
selective or nonselective liberal arts colleges--3; and private university--1,
Traditionally black institutions were represented by a large Southern state
university-~l, a new private experimental black institution--1, and private
black liberal arts colleges--3. Iun terms of "disadvantaged" student popula-
tions, institutions enrolling substaniial numbers of: Black—-27; poor white--
15; Chicano--13; Native American--7; Puerto Rican--4; physically handicapped--
3; and some other minority, e.g., Cubans, Filipinos, or Orientals--3. Twelve
institutions enrolled students from only one category of disadvantaged, 7

two categories, and the remaining 12 enrolled students from three or more
different categories.

The samples of students for the Student Questionnaire and the Student
Interviews: The samples of students for questionnaire and interview survey
were drawn by the institutional representatives, who in turn had been
instructed by the ETS reswarch team. (The actual instructions used are
reproduced in Appendix A.)

Institutional'represéntatives were requested first to identify, as well
as possible, the different subgroups of disadvantaged freshmen and sophomores
on their campuses. For purposes of this study, the major subgroups were the
poor and the physically handicapped, with the poor broken down into further
subgroups by ethnic or racial origin. This gave a total of 7 subgroups, as
follows:

Physically Handicapped

Poor, -American Indian

Poor, Black

Poor, Mexican American

"Poor, Puerto Rican

Poor, White

. Poor, other ethnic or racial group

NON W BN =
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A target subgroup was defined to exist on a campus only if there were 25 or more
individuals in a given subgroup in the combined freshman and.sophomore classes.
The number of target subgroups on a campus determined the size of the

sample of disadvantaged students from each school to whom the Student
Questionnaire was to be administered. These sample sizes are given in

Table 3-2. It should be noted that the table also calls for "Students in
General" who are to be given the Student Questionnaire. "Students in General"
were to be selected irom freshmen and sophomores on campus who were not,
classified as disadvantaged.

Following the determination of target subgroups, the institutional
representatives were acked to assemble lists of freshmen and sophomores
enrolled as regular students and classified ih one or another of the target
groups. Then, several procedures for random selection of the required
number of students in each subgroup were provided (the instructions used
are provided in Appendix A). Institutional representatives were also
requested to draw backup samples to be used as necessary to replace students
in the prime sample who might decline to cooperate in the study. Thus,
samples of students responding to the Student Questionnaire could range from
80 to 132 in number, including 29 to 25 regular students and 55 to 112
disadvantaged students in each of the 61 participating institutions.

On the basis of information provided by institutional representatives,
projection of numbers of subgroups and total numbers of students within
subgroups were made. Projected figures are given in Table 3-3. Institutional
representatives from the 60 interview sample campuses were instructed to obtain
an additional random sample within each disadvantaged subgroup represented
on campus. In an attempt to avoid overburdening those campuses whose under-
graduate enrollment represented many disadvantaged groups, the number of
students to be interviewed in each subgroup was to be determined by the
number of subgroups represented on the campus. Thus, as shown in Table 3-4,
oi the campuses whose students represented only one group, 12 students were
randomly selected for in-depth interviews on the campuses enrolling students
representing two groups, eight students were interviewed from each group for
a total of 16, and so forth.: . T Y

B. Phase II - Data Céllection Procedures

1. fhe Enlistment of Institutional Participation -

In early February 1972, the presidents of the 50 SSDS institutions in
the study sample selected and the 70 prime and backup non-SSDS institutions
were sent written invitations to participate and to name an institutional
representative. No backup sample was prescribed for the SSDS institutions,
as previously noted, since their current receipt of federal funds for Special
Services Projects carried with it an obligation to respond to duly authorized
federal inquiry. Response to the invitations was requested by March 7, 1972.
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. Telephone followup to the presidents of nonresponding schools was begun

lMarch 6, with emphasis on the SSDS institutions and .the non-SSDS institutions

in the prime sample. By March 18, with aggressive followup, the final sample

of 120 institutions were enlisted. Of the fifty SSDS institutions, two
vigorously refused to participate (although each of these later provided

some data) and one other was unable to achieve a timely decision; these

three “institutions were replaced with similar institutions, receiving SSDS*
funds: Of the total group of 120 institutions in the prime sample (the

50 SSDS and 70 non-SSDS), 100 institutions accepted the invitation to
participate, 17 declined, and three could give no firm response in time.

Also, four non-SSDS schools in fhe prime sample that had originally reported

158 or more students from families with incomes below $3,000 in a prior

federal survey, could not identify as many as 25 disadvantaged students.

Thus, a total of 3 SSDS institutions were replaced and 21 non-SSDS institu-
tions were accepted from the backup sample. Two of these non-SSDS subsequently
refused to cortinue in one or another part of the study, following student
protest. However, twc SSDS institutions refusing initially did later

decide to participate in some limited fashion. Thus, a total of 122

schools were contacted and participated to some extent. The final group

of institutions is listed in Appendix B.

4

2. Procedure for Obtaining Student Interviews

It will be recalled from the sampling plan presented.in a previous
section that the group of 120 institutions represented two matched subsets
of 60 institutions each. One of these subsets was designated for inter-
views,

. As institutions responded, institutional representatives were named by

the president. The institutional.representatives were contacted, beginning
March 3, and were given a summary of the study purposes and design, an
inventory of their responsibilities, strategies for selecting students for
questicunaire, and, in the case of schools in the interview sample, instruc-
tions for selecting student interviewers and students to be interviewed.

t The procedures for institutional representatives to use in drawing the
samples of studenis have been noted in a preceding section on sampling.

| Institutional representatives were advised to nominate student interviewers

on the basis of the following criteria:

’ (a) membership (preferably upperclassmen in senior colleges) in
- . the target group(s) of disadvantaged represented on the campus

(b) respect of their peers

genuine concern with student problems and articulate (what-
ever their, views) in expressing these concerns

(d) satisfactory academic standing

(e) financial need

~~
0
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Table 3-2

Numbers of Students to Be Given

Total number of
target subgroups

Number of dis-
advantaged students

the Student Questionnaire

Number of '"'Students
in General” to be

Total number of
students to be

On campus to,be selected se}ected selected
1 ) 55 25 80
2 70 25 95
3 90 25 115
4 100 " 25 125
5 100 25 125
6 108 20 128
7 112 20 ‘132

packe
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Table 3-3
Projections of Anticipated Number of Target Groups “ s °
and Sample Size for Student Questionnairel
Number of Anticipated Number i
Category of Student Target Groups in Sample
Disadvantaged ' ’
Physically Handicapped ' 28 799
Poor Black 94 3539
Poor Chicano ) 32 1044
- Poor Native Americaﬁ 21 - 539
Poor Oriental ’ 8 © 258
Poor Puerto Rican ) 11 . 265
Poor White 68 2256
Other Poor Studant - _9 _1e0
TOTAL 271 8860
Modal . ’ , 122 3440

TOTAL ) 393 12300

lThese figures are based oy the 122 institutions ultimately
participating in the study (seefSection B.l, p. 3-16) rather than
the 120 institutions in the original sample.
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Table 3-4
- N;mber of Students Selected for Interviews

Number of taréet Number interviewed Total number
subgroups interviewed from each subgroup selected

1 12 .12

2 ' ’ 8 . 16

3 8 ’ 24

4 ' 7 28

S or more ' S 25+

{
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(f) 4if physically handicapped, ability to travel without unusual
aid to the interview training sites, and to contact and inter-
view other physically handicapped on their own campus.,

»

Interviewers were selected from the students nominated for this role by
the institutional representative, When more students than needed were
nominated, selection was made either at random, or to maintain an approximate
balance of males and females. Interviewers selected always represented the -
particular subgroup (poor white, Black, physically handicapped, and so forth)
they were to interview, ‘

3. Procedures for Obtaining the Student Questionnaire Data

Shipment of the Student Questionnaires to the instii tional representa-
tives was made between March 25 and March 30,.-1972 (Table 3-5). Each question-
naire was accompanied by a gummed seal envelope, to permit the student
responding to seal his questionnaire for return (no name was required on the
questionnaire; thus, the student identity was not required nor requested).
Institutional representatives were also provided with suggestions fcr a
variety of alternate strategies to secure the cooperation of students (see
Appendix A).

By July, letter, mailgram, and telephone followup of nonresponding
institutions or of institutions returning less than half their quota of
questionnaires, had resulted in receipt of 8,213 usable student question-
naires from 113 institutions. Of the 122 institutions contacted, one
declined at the outset and two ‘upon student protest not to administer the
questionnaire. Thus, of the 119 schools remaining, 95 percent responded.
The sampling quotas for the 119 schools totaled 11,538 respondents; the
8,213 returned questionnaires represented 71 percent of that quota.

I
Nt

4. Procedures for Obtaining Institutional Questionnaire Data

The Institutional Questionnaires, one copy of Part I, the General
Questionnaire, and copies of Parts II and III for each program or activity
director, together with instructions for distributing these forms to the
appropriate campus respondents were mailed to the institutional representa-
tives between April 14 and 19, 1972. The deadline for return was prescribed
as June 1. :

Again, as in other instancdes, the time given for completion of the
‘questionnaires proved to be unrealistic. By June 15, Part I questionnairé§\~
had been received from only 57 institutions; 207 Part II questionnaires had
been received from 82 institutions; and 139 Part III questionnaires had been
received from 59 institutions. Followup procedures had started with a

letter of inquiry to all institutional representatives on May 30,

<

Part I of the Institutional Questionnaire required the identification
of programs for disadvantaged students (hence, the completion of one or more
Part II questionnaires) and of regular programs used. by disadva.taged students.
The programs identified in Part I were checked against the Part LI question-
naires received and a second followup listing precise missing data was

ERIC 1
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Table 3-5

Distribution of Numbers of Student
Questionnaires Returned, by Institutions

Number of Student Number of ' . Percent of Total
{ Questionnaires Returned Institutions Number Institutions

! .0 . 8 7
|

/ 1-25 3 2

, / 26-50 _ 20 17

51-75 33 27

76-100 44 . 36

101-125 ~ 13 . 11

TOTAL 121 100%
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mailed to the institutional representatives on July 5. By July 15, complete
sets of institutional questionnaires had been received from only 34 of the
institutions. However, the tally then showed that 76 institutions had sub-
mitted Part I, 90 institutions had submitted a total of 241 Part II's, and
55 institutions had submitted a total of 114 Part III's. .

By mid-August, only 54 of the institutions appeared to have returned
all appropriate institutional questionnaires., A third followup, this time
signed by the Acting Associate Commissioner of Higher Education, USOE, was
mailed to the Presidents (not the institutional representatives as before)
on August 22, Institutions with federally funded programs for disadvantaged
students were reminded of their obligation.

1he final followup for the 39 remaining delinquént institutions was
by telephone. An_ETS staff member working out of the USOE offices in
Washington made calls to each President on September 26-27, 1972. Contact
was made with all but five institutions. By November 15, 105 institutions
had returned Part I questionnaires, 98 institutions had returned a total
of 266 Part II questionnaires, and 59 institutions had returned a total
of 121 Part III questionnaires.

5. Procedurev for the Institutional Site Visits

To perfect plans for the site visits, six institutions were visited:
three by a co-director of the study and either the USOE Project Officer
or a senior researcn staff member; three by other senior project staff.
These preliminary visits took place in January and February 1972, and were
concerned with estabxlshlng target groups and individuals for interviews,
and with structuring priorities for observation and standard questions.
The attempt to use a standard set of questions was abandoned, however,
because the situation from campus to campus or respondent to respondent
varied so greatly as to preclude a standard format. Instead, a general
set of purposes for the site visits was formulated. These six initial
visits confirmed the need to select site visitors from among these persons
extremely knowledgeable in the areas of higher education and minority
problems.

The purpose of the site visits was three-fold:

a. to provide in-depth, . rroborative empirical support for the
diversity of perceptiuns and data revealed in the institu-
tional survey, the student survey questlonnalre, and the
student interview;

b. to compare the institutional personnel and student perceptions
of the university environment as it shanes the behavior and
expectations of disadvantaged students; and,

c. to examine critically the operation (and perceptions of that
operation) of the programs for disadvantaged studdfits and the
extent to which it appearea to be an integral part of the
university.
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Slte visits to colleges and universities over the nation began on
May 8" and were completed on June-6, 1972. In this one-month period 31
institutions were visited by a total of 30 ETS research staff apd educational
Consultants representing various racial or ethnie backgrounds: Blacks--15,
Whites--9, Chicanos--4, Native American--1, and Asian--1. On each site
visit team, attempts were made to include a visitor of the same ethnic
background as that of each principal target group served by the institution.
The length of the visits varied as a function of the size and complexity
of the campus. The visits averaged two days in length most involving four
man-days, but ranging from two man-days to a maximum of eight ”-n—days.

The site visit teams were organized under the direction of Dr. James
Brewer, who served as a full-time consultant to ETS during the visits and
later analyses of data therefrom. The country was divided into three regions--
East, Midwest, and West--and team leaders were designated for each region.
Dr. Brewer served as area leader for the ten Eastern institutions; Dr. Jayjia
Hsia, Research Psychologist in the ETS liidwestern Office served as area
leader for the eleven colleges in, the Midwest section, and Dr. Jonathan
Warren, Research Psychologist, and Mrs. Santelia Johnson, Senior Professional
Assistant for Advisory Services (both of the ETS-=Berkeley Office) shared this
responsibility for the ten institutions in the Western section. These area
leaders, generally knowledgeable about the institutions in their region, had
responsibility for the selection of specific site visdtors, their instruction,
and monitoring of their reports.

A &

) In addition to the team leaders, the site visitors included the Project
Director and seven members of the evaluation team for other aspects of the
study, ETS staff members such as Dr. Kenneth Wilson, Director of the College
Research Center, Mr. Brad Williams, ETS Associate Personnel Director, and Dr.
Virgil O'Connor, Director of the ETS Evanston office, professional staff
members of the College Entrance Examination Board, and Mrs. Tillie Walker,
Director of the Native American Scholarship Fund.

Such materials as cataloys and pertinent information generated from
eariier phases of this study (e.g., Institutional Questionnaires) were sent
to consultants prior to site visits., The institutional represenative served
as host and facilitator, arranging appointments for the consultants with
administrators, £aculty members, and students.

k4

In almost every instence, the persons interviewed on each campus
included the President; the institutional representative for the study;
the Deans of faculty, admissions, and students; the Directs:{s) of special
programs for disadvaintaged students and counselors in special programs; the
Director(s) of guidance, counseling, placement, and financial aid; the
Director(s) of ethnic studies programs; the editor of the college newspaper;
the head of student government; heads of ethnic or minority student groups;
and, minority students enrolled in special and regular programs offered by
the institution. On most campuses students in Special Services Programs
were available for interviews. However, at some institutions, the school
year had just been completed and either there were few freshmen and sophomcres
on campus or those students who were available had completed their stay in
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the Special Services Program. It was therefore not possible at every
institution to talk with studeits currently in the program.

The visitation teams were instructed to focus on “the follow1ng institu-

]

a. [The institution--characteristics and local ﬁéfceptions of the
institution as a sympathetic or, hostile environment for dis-
advantaged students.

’
b, The disadvantaged student-—characterlstics and perceptlons of

his or her campus roles. /

4

c. The program for disadvantaged students--characteriftics and local
perceptions, success criteria, and impreésfbnq.
Site visitors were also urged to seek answers to such questions as:
. . ~ £ . o .
What is the general educational and social climate on the campus
and for disadvantaged students in particllar? WHat kinds of

programs and services are provided for &isadvanpaged students? t .
What 1is the status of the program diréctor(s)? Does he have -
specific objectives? What is his real -stafus, and his power | ¥,
base, on campus? What evidence is there that - program_is .

functioning well or not well? What is the vatu ; and competence
of his staff? How effectively has he enlisted he support of

other faculty and staff at the institution? What are the atti-
tudes of administrative officials toward disadvantaged students?
Are the special programs wvalued in their own right, or are they
attractive only as a source of addltlondl funds? Who .controls

the budget for special programs’ and what other evidence of
financial commitment to special programs may be found? How

well are the Yisadvantaged students integrated into general -
campus life? . -

-

"
Each siZé\visitor was left to his own devices in framing a formal report-

of the visit. Written reporis providing detailed comment on factors perceived
to be sigiificant were required. These reports were studied by the area
leaders who sometimes requested amplification before forwarding them to the
Project Director for analysis and summary. :

6. The Trainiang and Debriefing of the Student Interviewers

Beginning in early March 1972 the 117 studemt interviewers identified

by the 60 institutional representatives were irtvited to attend one of three
two-day instruction and training sessions. The first training session was,
held in Chicago on March 20-21" for 35 students from midwesterrd and north-
eastern institutions. A second training session was held in San Francisco

on March 23-24 for 34 students from western institutions, and a third ~
session, fur 48 students from southeastern institutions was held in Atlanta
on March 28-29. Six staff members az% consultants conducted the_Chlcago

Q
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T~
training session; five staff members and consultants participated in the
San ‘Francisco session; and, seven staff members and consultants, together
with the USOE project officer, participated in the Atlanta session. Of
the students invited, all but one attended a training session. One
institution sent an additinnal student at its own expense.

At the training sessions, some considerable time was §pent introducing
the students to the purposes gf'the study and soliciting their comments and
suggestions. The trainees were introduced tc the most basic principles of
.interviewing and role-playing situations were used to provide practice in
conducting interviews with the structured format. Formal training in
interviewing techniques, was, of course, rather minimal.. gmphasis in the
E— training sessions was placed on several basic principles or procedures such
as avoildance of-leading questions, the problem of. attaining rapport,
selecting important information for recording and reporting, and reviewing
notes immediately after each Lnterv1ew to be sure they reflected what had
.actually happened. C i

N <
The Chicago and Atlanta meetings proceeded smoothly, with most students
entering actively and enthusiastic«lly into the proceedlngs. The studeqts
were serious, thoughtful, and highly verbal. They were obviously very much
= , concerned with the issues and positive in’ their approach to the task ahead.
The;r concern for the- study was attested to by a number of p031t1ve
suggesticas for additional questlons or ,changes in the structure of the

interview, .many of which were accepted. .

. P
€

In the San Francisco tralnlng session, act1v1t1es progressed smoothly
the first day, although questlons from several student leaders were sharp
and more potentially hostile than in the other two instances. This was

: attributed at the time to afrogant treacment of the group by the hotel :
staff. It was later learned that some of the students--about four Native
Americass.and four Chicanos--spent the f1rst evening, when students had
free tire, "caucusing" in their rooms: At least five uninvited Indian adults
also 301ned the students in their private caucuses, and one, a profinent

" official in a-California cocllege, appeared with the students at the meetings
the next diay. This official acted as spokesman fox the student group and
made various and sundry ianquiries-about the purposes of the study and the
procedures. He also notcd that a number of the students were seridusly
concerned about the effort. This, and subsequént student caucuses, occupied
_the greater portion of the second day, and culminated in the presentation of
one set of requests from the Chicano contingent and another set from the
.Native American contingent. The general texnor of the Chicano petition was
that inasmucis as the interview outline had not been developed by Chicano
students, it could neither be fair nor appropriate; it was also demanded
that the student representatives in 5an Francisco "should be funded to take
on-all phases of this ETS study on Special Services Programs from the present
‘until the completion of the final draft ard the presentation to the USOE."
The Indian statement noted thé different cultural and religious values of
the Indian people, the fact that Indian people have not been involved in
programs that affect their lives, that .there are important distinctions
amorig subgroups of Indians, and that Ihdians have treaties and other .
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rights that are different from those of other disadvantaged people; tuere-
fore, it was requested that Indians share also in a reformulation of the
interview outline and any other instrumentation to be used in the study.
The adult who had become the advisor and advocate for the student group
made frequent threats of bringing a law suit against ETS to stop the study
if the students' requests were not met. -

An S3pS Program Officer attending the training sebsion from the San
Francisco Regional Office was exceptionally helpful in dealing with the.
situation. He reported to the students that their concerns would be given
careful consideration, However, he pointed out that compliance with the
students' requests would require lengthy redevelopment work on the interview
guide and that the revised instrument would additionally be subject to typical
time-consuming USOE and OMB review procedures., As a result, the study would
be delayed for a year. Since such a delay was not feasible under the existing,
contract, refusal to participate in the study using the present interview
guide would effectively exclude West Coast i stitutions from the study.

Xhétlast several hours of the scheduled training sessions were employed
for training, although the protest and intervention of the adults took up
much time, and training was not as thorough as in the Chicago and Atlanta
sessions,

Following the San Francisco meeting it became known that telephone calls
were made by several students in the active group of protestors urging other
students at the training session to boycott the study. Following receipt of
further information from the research team, students were given the option
of continuing with the study or withdrawing from it. All students attending
the San Francisco session were contacted by mail or telephone following the
meeting, At this time, the §af§gua;dg built into the study were reiterated
and it was made clear that no interviewer or interviewee would be coerced
into participation, that each student interviewer would be free to ask only
those questions considered relevant, that it would be the responsibility of
each interviewer to augment and improve the questions; that the interviewees'
right to privacy was of utmost importance; and, beyond the planned debriefing
sessions, that there would be substantial student.input to the phase of the
report dealing with the in-depth interviews. '

By May 1, 21 of the 34 students had opted to proceed with the interviews.
Letters were also written to the Program Directors on the affected campuses,
,noting the study safeguards, and stressing the urgency of moving to obtain
data on which subsequent funding patterns could be based. Ultimately, 16 of
the 21 students actually conducted interviews, as did three others who had
originally declined the task. The quality of the reports was not discrepant
= from the interview reports of the otheér two groups trained in Chicago and
Atlanta. '

Upon return to their respective campuses, and upon final agreement to
participate, all student interviewers were asked to obtain the names of
students teo be interviewed from their Institutional Representative. It was
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then left to the interviewer to contact the prospective interviewee, obtain
his consent, and to arrange for a convenient time and place to conduct the
interview. Institutional Representatives were asked to select alternates
to cover situations where the prime student was unwilling to be interviewed
or could not be contacted. Interviewers were, of course, provided with zil
necessary background and interview materials, including postpaid envelopes
for returning completed interview schedules directly to ETS.

Thus, a total of 117 student interviewers were selected, trained, and
assigned to a total of 988 jinterviewees. Although not every interviewer
fulfilled the assigned quota of interviews, and although there were some
interviewers who decided against participating or who were unable to complete
any interviews, a total of 752 interviews (a return of 76%) were conducted
by 98 interviewers. Moreover, some interviews were completed at each of
the 60 institutions. A detailed description of the breakdown of these
groups by minority group membership is provided in Chapter 7 of this report.

The interviews were conducted in\épril and May 1972. On May 13, -83
student intervicwers from the East and Midwest had returned 598 (or 80%)
of their quota of 736 assigned interviews, and were invited to a oneiday
debriefing session which was held in Washington, D. C. Sixty student inter-
viewers .were able to attend. ) g
# By May 15, 20 (of the original 34) interviewers in the West Coast group,
becduse of a later start and because of attrition of interviewers, had com-
pleted a total of 53 (or 31%) of the West Coast quota of 173 assigned interviews.
A debriefing session for this group was delayed until June 5-6, when 18 inter-
viewers from the West Coast institutions, plus three who had been unable to
attend the Washington debriefing, met with project staff in Albuquerque}
i
The emphasis in the debriefing sessions was on free discussion among

"the students of (1) what had been reported to them, and (2) their own opinions

and judgments. For part cf the time, students and project staff or consultants
were divided into their respective minority groups to discuss what the
interviewers had learned from their freshmen and sophcmore peers and to

report their own experiences and perceptions as disadvantaged students.

Then, they were reconvened as a total group for presentation of subgroup
reports and further discussion. All reporting sessions were electronically
recorded, and typescripts made for later detailed study.

In view of the report of earlier difficulties with the West Coast group,
it must be reported that their debriefing session went extremely well. Dis-
cussion was animated; observations appeared keen; legitimate concerns were
high; and recommendations were both creative and realistic. If weeding out
had occurred from the protests, those students genuinely concerned and
articulate were not affected.

7. _Summary of Numbers of Institutions Participating

Table 3-6 provides a summary of institutional response to the various
data gathering activities.
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Table 3—6

Summary of Numbers of Participating
Institutions by Type of Data Requested and Provided

-

Number of Institutions Number
Data i Invited to Participate Responding
Student Interviews ) 60 60
Student Questionnaires . 121 113—
Institutional Questionnaire, Part 1 122 ) §(~ 106 -
Part 2 122 ’ 98
Part 3 122 59
Site Visits 31 31

Q 1‘4i}
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Of the original 122 institutions, only two--whose institutional repre-
sentatives apparently never took any action, and whose presidents did not
follow up--failed to participate in any way. All sixty of the institutions
designated for interviews did have' at least one student contributing inter-
views. Of the 121 institutions sent student questionnaires, no returns were
received from the two instances noted, plus three other instances where the
institutional representative ignored requests and failed to respond to letter,
mailgram, or phone, and two instances where institutional rebresentatives
were fearful of student protest. ~

C. The Presentation of the Evaluation Study Results

The remainder of this report is devoted to the presentation and dis-
cussion cf the data collected,. and to recommendations drawn therefrom. It
should be noted at this point that the various strategies should be expected
to produce a variety of both "hard" and "soft" data. In the latter category
are the site visits and the student interviews, where perceptions of the
participants—--research team members, .onsultants, and student interviewers,
as well as the respondents--provided judgments and opinions. The open-end
responses to the institutional questionnaires should also be considered ‘
in this category. Moreover, much of the objective data requested.by the
institutional questionnaires were either suspect, provided as estimates,
or not provided ac all, thereby limiting the conclusions that may be drawn.
The student questionnaire study was more empirical in design and in types
of data requested. The All-institution Census dealt primarily with basic
data of record on the institutions and their programs, and, for descriptive
overview and summation, is relatively straightforward. All aspects of the
study are, of course, limited by the structure of the sampling design, and
by failures to achieve a 100 percent response from institutional and
individual respondents (care is taken to specify these limitaticns in the
presentations that follow, and to speculate on their implications).

Chapter 4 presents a summary of the most important descriptive findings
from the All-institucion ‘Census. The Census, of course, was concerned with
the frequency and distribution of disadvantaged students among the nation's
higher education institutions, the nature and extent of supportive service
programs (with particular attention to federally supported Special Service
Programs versus other programs), and the attitude toward maintaining these
programs. A dctailed report of the findings from the Census is presented
separately as an ETS project report.

Chapter 5 presents the findings from data provided by 100 respondents
to the general Institutional Questionnaire (Part I) distributed to the 122
institutions in the study sample. Data solicited by this questionnaire
included: total full-time equivalent enrollment and enrollment data by

3Burkheimer, G. J., & Davis, J, A. A census of special support programs
for "disadvantaped" students in American institutions of higher education,
1971-72. PR-73-16. Princeton, N. J.: Educational Testing Service, 1973.
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ethnic group for the five year period culminating in 1971-72; similar data
on faculty, by rank and ethnic composition; any pre-admissions test data
on students over this period; an inventory of support services provided

by the institution; and, a report of the prevailing climate of opinion

at the institution, concerning the disadvantaged and the support programs
thay should find beneficial.

Chapter 6 presents, in considerable detail, the analyses conducted
with the Student Questionnaire data. This questionnaire solicited some
580 bits of data about the personal characteristics of the student
respondent, his progress and achievement in high school and college, his
perception of availability and his use of special support services, his
attitudes tosard various aspects of college, and his plans and aspirations
for the future. On each campus in the sample of 122 institutions,
attempts were made to obtain samples of freshman and sophomore disadvan-
taged students and of "modal" or nondisadvantaged students. The question-
naire provided, of course, the basis for the student oriented criteria
of effecﬁiveness of program impact and/or institutional treatment.

Chépter 7 presents a series of reports, by ethnic group or categorv
of disaﬁvantage, of the impressions gained and perceptions shared in the
student~conducted interviews of disadvantaged students. This research
strategy, it should be recalled, was an attempt to add color and depth
to the!data gleaned from the Student Questionnaire, and, in some senses,
to valfidate it., Also, it draws heavily on the comments made by the students
interviewed, and, from the debriefing sessions, by the students who
condudted the interviews. Conscientious attempts were made to involve
some of the student interviewers in the actual writing of this chapter,
and %; reviewing and amending various drafts of the report; it thus
presents a picture from a very different basis than that employed in the
more jempirical phases of the study.

Chapter 8 summarizes the perceptions and insights gained in the site
visits to 31 institutions in the sample. Rather than present these as
31 ¢ase studies, an attempt has been made to identify the associated forces
that appear significant in eapiaining programs that appear to enjoy insti-
tutional acceptance and to be functioning effectively (as attested by staff
and student involvement and attitudes toward them). As a preview to this
report, it should be noted that it was not possible to define 'good' or
"bad" programs; rather, the site visits were more prolific in revealing
good or bad features of the programs, and the institutional factors
associated with their comfortable and apparently effective existence at
the host ‘institutions. Because the recommendations drawp from this basis
‘and from the vantage point of the multiplicity of observers and partici-
pants interviewed) are more broadly based and drawn from a different kind
of authority than that empldyed in many other phases of the study, they are
rgported separately at the end of the chapter.

Y

\ Chapter 9 is drawn from the Institutional Questionnaires, Part 1I,
wh}ch was directed to program directors of special support services programs
(whgther federally funded or not) that were specificaily designed for

\
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disadvantaged students. An attempt has been made to present, as faithfully
as possible, how the program directors perceive the environment in which
their programs operate, their perceptions of students' needs, their ,
strategies for satisfying these needs, and areas of program success and
failure.

Chapter 10 presents a summary of the findings that the research team
(the consultants, the student and institutional reporters, and the formal
reéyviewers assigned by USOE to read the tentative draft of this report)
feel are most significant and instructive. Recommendations drawn from
these findings are also presented. It should be noted here that in spite
of the variety of research strategies and data coliected, it was found
difficult to judge unequivocally the fact or extent of impact of this
relatively new experiment in higher education; a longer time for the
programs to mature, a more sensitive research design (and need for longitu-
dinal studies), better identification and control of interactions, are all
needed for definitive answers as to the impact of the programs on the
groups they were created to serve. Yet, a number of insights as to
conditions associated with effective functioning of the programs are
revealed which hopefully may 1mprove their design, operation, monitoring,
and progressive revision. '




CHAPTER 4

A Census of Programmatic Attention to Disadvantaged Students by
U. S. Institutions of Higher Education

Introduction

The first critical question posed by the survey has to do with the
following: What is the extent of the disadvantaged undergraduate population
in the nation's institutions of higher education in the fall of 1972? 1In
what kinds of institutions do they enroll? What is the varied institutional

experience in the proportion who graduate or continue in another institution,
or who later enroll in graduate study?

Seconds What kinds of programmatic support do the institutions offer
these students? What activities or components do these programs embrace?
Do programs* or program content vary as a function of type of institution?
What numbers of students do the programs serve, what is the extent of facultv
and staff involvement, and what are the costs? How are these costs supported?
What proportion of these costs come from federal sources?

Third: What is the attitude toward continuing these programs? Has .o
optimum size been reached or surpassed? From where do administrative officégg
feel increased support should be sought? &

Finally, with particular regard to institutions with Special Services
Programs: What kinds of institutions are supported by the Division of Student
Assistance? Are these the institutions with the 1érgest number of disadvan-
taged? Have inroads been made to the more selective institutions or others
where disadvantaged students traditionally are not ‘represented to any
significant extent?

The data provided by the census are voluminous; a complete report, together
with selected tabulations and cross tabulations, is provided separately.2 The
major findings, however, may be summarized quite briefly.

A. Biases in the Responding Sample of Institutions

As noted earlier, 2,991 institutions were identified and their chief
administrative officers received a four-page questionnaire in late October
1971 that requested information on: total current expenditures for fiscal
year ending in 1971; full-time equivalent fall undergraduate enrollment;
admissions prccedures; brief descriptions of special supporting services

lFor definition of "program," see Appendix A, p. A-1. A "program" may

consist of a single component (e.g., counseling) or of several componéuis.
Burkheimer, G. J., & Davis, J. A. A census cof special support programs

for "disadvantaged" students in American institutions of higher education,
%971-72. PR-73-16. Princeton, N..J.: Educational Testing Service, 1973.
< . .
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programs; total expenditures for such special programmatic services for
disadvantaged students; and, judgments or estimates of optimal size, new
sources of support, proportiens of undergraduates within the federal poverty
class&flcatlon, proportions of disadvantaged graduating, and proportions of
: disadvantaged entering .graduate school. As a result of extensive follow-up,
1,766 (or 59%) of the 2,991 institutions had responded to the survey by the
end of the first quarter of 1972 (five months after the original mailing).

With less than 1007 response to a survey, the possibility of biases in
the responding portion must be considered. Two procedures. vere employed to
check for biases among respondents: First, responding institutions were
compared with nonresponding institutions on certain critical.matters of
public record: geographic area, participation in federally supported programs
for disadvantaged students under the Higher Education Amendments of 1968,
institutional control, predominant or traditional race of student body,
highest offering, and accreditation. Second, a sample of 200 nonresponding
institutions were drawn (which included all (N = 102) nonresponding SSDS
institutions, and a random sample of 98 of the remaining nonresponding
institutions). An attempt was made to obtain iLhe survey information by
telephone from this nonrespondent sample. This attempt was successful only
for 46 (45.5%) of the nonresponding SSDS institutions and for 88 (89%) of
the sample of nonresponding non-SSDS institutions.

Regarding information of public record, responding vs. nonresponding
institutions did not differ as a function of geographic region, institutional
control (public, private, church~related), or predominant race of student
body. On the other hand, institutions with federal support for disadvantaged
student service programs were more likely to respond than were those without
federal support, as might have been expected. Those institutions withogut
accreditation problems also had a higher response rate. Junior or community
colleges were also less likely to respond than were other institutions.

Regarding the telephone follow-up, tests for bias in the responding
sample are tenuous due to the lack of response to the follow-up of non-
respondents (particularly the "hard core" nonrespondents among those
institutions having federally funded programs). The follow-up results did
suggest, however, that the nonrespondent sample did not differ regarding
estimates of proportions of disadvantaged on campus or proportion of dis-
advantaged who continue in graduate c:tudy. However, among institutions
with federally supported programs, those with lower proportions of dis-
advantaged expected to graduate were less likely to respond than those with
higher proportions expected to graduate. .

Considering the above, one word of caution is needed: to extend the
findings of this study to all institutions of higher education would probably
overestimate the amount of programmatic activity offered for disadvantaged
and under-represent both institutions providlng two-year academic or
vocational programs and those with accreditation problems.
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B. The Numbers and Deployment into Higher
Education of Disadvantaged Students

How many "disadvantaged" students enter college, and where do they go?
For the institutions responding, roughly one-third estimated from 0% to 5%
of the undergraduate student body to be disadvantaged, another one-third
from 6% to 15%, and another one-third more than 16%. Only about one in
five institutions estimated more than 25% of their undergraduate population
to be disadvantaged. An estimate from the reported frequencies indicates
that 14%3 of the total undergraduate population are believed to come from
families within the poverty classification.

Institutional and regional differences in numbers of disadvantaged in
college. A number of factors were found to be associated with the numbers
of disadvantaged in college. The degree to which the institution employs
selective admissfons criteria is, qf course, a major factor. Over half of
the institutions that require entrants to rank in the top quarter of their
high school class and to score equally high on scholastic aptitude tests,
report fewer than 5% disadvantaged. More disadvantaged stydents are reported
in publicly-supported institutions than in private institutions. This may,
of course, result as an aspect both of cost and of the fdct that private
institutions tend to be relatively selective. Private church-related insti-
tutions report more disadvantaged undergraduates than private non-church-
related institutions. Two-year institutions, and the larger universities
offering graduate degrees, report larger proportions of disadvantaged than do
four-year colleges. The predominant ethnicity of the student body is highly
related to enrollment of disadvantaged. Almost 60% of the nonwhite institu-
tions report more than half of their undergraduate population within the poverty
classification, while only 3% of the white institutions report this many poor
among their student bodies. Nonaccredited institutions, representing 16%
of those responding, tend to report higher proportions of disadvantaged, as
do institutions with more than half of their student body living off campus.

There also appear to be sharp differences by geographic region. On the
basis of regions used by USOE, institutions in regions 4 and 6, the Southeast
and Southwest, respectively, tend to report larger proportions of disadvantaged,
while region 1, the New England states, have relatively few institutions
reporting large numbers of disadvantaged. f[his would seem to be a function of
area per capita in~ome and of the traditional kinds of institutions indigenous
to the area, i.e., the traditionally black institution in the Southeast. The
implications of this finding for federal funding are, of course, both complex
and significant. One might expect a direct relationship between the proportion

3This estimate is probably high. Data from the Current Population
Reports Ser.es of the U.S. Bureau of the Census, as reported in Table 2-1,
page 2-13, identifies only 8.7% of the 1971-72 college enrollment as coming
from families with less than $5,000 annual income. Furthermore, the 1970
Census estimates that of the total U.S. population in that year, only.
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of poverty young people of college age within a region and the support
services funds awarded in that region; yet some rerions have more institu-
tions already and traditionally providing higher education opportunity for
the disadvantaged.

Institutions with federally-supported service programs for the disadvan-
taged were found to report, on the average, larger proportions of disadvantaged
on campus than those without federally-supported programs. This relationship
holds when institutions are grouped according to selectivity of admissions
and compared within each category of selectivity. This may reflect the fact
that federal money tends to be made available to institutions evidencing a
commitment to or a tradition of service for the disadvantaged, or, the infusiowu
of federal funds may indeed have served to increase the proportion of dis-
advantaged on some campuses. Undoubtedly, both are true to some extent, but
longitudinal studies are needed to better judge the impact of federal funds
with regard to the latter possible result. A marked trend was noted for the
highest proportions of disadvantaged students to be enrolled in institutions
that had received funds for Special Services Programs, the next highest pro-
portions in institutions that had applied for funds unsuccessfully, and the
lowest proportions at those institutions that had not applied for such funds.
In the latter group of institutions, representing two-thirds of all responding
institutions, 60% report 10% or less disadvantaged in their student body.

Even so, of those institutions granted program funds, almost one-third report
10% or fewer disadvantaged students.

C. Extent and Nature of Special Support Services Offered

K]
’

What is the extent and nature of the special support services programs
offered? Of the responding institutions, 801, or almost half, reported no
such programs. Given the biases noted in the responding sample, it is '
reasonable to state that somewhat less than half, but at least 25%, of the
nation's colleges and universities profess to offer support programs expressly
for or appropriate for disadvantaged students. Of those institutions with
programs, about half offer only one program, and the other half offer from

2 to 8 programs (although one institution listed nineteen different activities).

The 901 institutions, 53%, reporting one or more programs provided a total

of 2,381 separate programs. These programs tended to be relatively new:

the median number of years of program operation was 2.6, and less than three
percent of the programs had been in operation for ten years or more. Almost
407 of the programs were '"bridge" programs such as Upward Bound, thus directed
more toward preparing the student for college than for facilitating his
academic adjustment on ‘campus.

Although, in general, it was found that the higher the proportion of
disadvantaged on campus, the larger the number of special programs, the
relationship is far from perfect. Institutions in USOE regions 8, 9, and 10,
the Far Western states, tend to take a multi-program approach as compared
with institutions in other parts of the country. Institutions in the South-
eastern states, previously noted as having larger disadvantaged college

1
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populations, tend to have fewer programs. Larger institutions tend to have
more programs, as do open-door institutions as compared with more selective
institutions, public institutions (when compared with private institutions),
two-year institutions; traditionally nonwhite institutions, or nonresidential
institutions., Nonaccredited institutions, though generally serving hiiﬁer
proportions of disadvantaged students than accredited institutions, tend to
have fewer programs; over half of the nonaccredited insfitutions list no
programs at all. Institutions receiving aid through the Division of Student
Assistance, USOE, tend to have more programs than do those not receiving such
aid. Number of programs is, of course, an extremely gross measure of extent

of attention to disadvantaged students; there is nothing particularly surprising

in the findings. A reasonably accurate summation of these findings would be
that special support programs abound where the tradition of service to dis-
advantaged students exists--with some exception-ameng nonaccredited or South-

eastern area instititifons. -

-

With regard to source of funding, almost one in three of the repofted
programs are funded exclusively through USOE, and thus would be strongly
influenced by USOE guidelines as to content. About 15% of the programs are
funded exclusively by state or local government, and zlmost I15% by institu-—
tional funds exclusively, while a little more than one-fifth of the programs
receive funds from two or more agencies. Programs funded exclusively by other
agencies of the U. S. Government or by private foundations account for only a
little better than 10% of the total. Clearly, .federal support is the prime
resoutce being used for program support, with state and local, or regular
institutional support appearing only half as frequently,.

With regard to the content of the programs: the most frequently listed
element, appearing in about 75% of the programs, was that of special academic
counseling, guidance or advisory assistance. Almost two of three institutions
report special recruiting effort or strategy (these are not necessarily sup-
ported components of Special Services Programs, where guidelines forbid
recruiting activity). Tutoring components are reported in 63% of the programs;
a little more than half provide for diagnosis of learning difficulties or
for remediszl courses. About 44% of the programs report components of special
instructional media or strategies. However, taking these frequently provided
academically-oriented elements--counseling, diagnostic work, tutoring, -
remedial courses, and special instructional media or strategies--only 341,
or about (4% of the programs consist exclusively of one or more of these
elements. In other words, a vigorous majority «f the programs include non-
academic elements. o

In relation to programs including financial aid, grants are the most
frequently reported (60%), although work study (55%) and loans (52%) are
almost as popular.

The most frequent extra-institutional resource employed in the programs
is community agencies or organizations, with almost half of the programs
containing such a component. About one-third report activities with high
schools sending students to their institutions (these range from "br.dge
programs' to cooperative ventures designed primarily for recruitment),
while work with other colleges or with business and industry is found in
only one of every five programs.

»
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Toward assisting disadvantaged students with post-college plans and
activities, job placement, a component in 45% of the programs, is found about
twice as frequently as guidance for graduate study, found in 22% of the programs.

D. Staffing for the Special Support Programs

There was a considerable variety of patterns in program staffing, aumber
of students served, and costs per student. The typical program, as revealed
by median values, involves two staff members and two faculty members and
serves 50 full-time equivalent (FTE) students at & cost per FTE student of —
$673 per year (excluding financial aid awards). . N
Programs funded under the Higher Education Amendments of 1968, as
reported in the survey data, tend to have a higher number of full-time equiv-
alent faculty and staff, though foundation-supported programs have theynext
highest median number of staff, and to serve larger numbers of studeniE} In
addition, the Spec1al Services Programs reportedly serve larger numberd of
students per full-time equivalent faculty or staff at a cost per student that
is slightly below the median reported for all programs. . . .
In the first chapter of this report, data from the Division of Student
Assistance, USOE, was cited as follows: in 1971-72, an appropriation of
$15 million supported 190 Special Service projects affecting an estimated
51,500 disadvantaged studznts. If these figures and estimates gre correct,
he typical Special Services Program involved 271 students at a cost (to
/jihe Government) of $291 per student (mean values). The discrepancies in
the survey data and the DSA data are marked. The Special Services Programs
could have been supplemented with other funds (though probably not to the
extent of dlscrepancy between DSA estimates and survey data); estimates of
numbers of dlsadvantaged students could be high in the DSA data and low in
the survey Teports. There is also the difficult question of determining
to what extent, and how, the program must touch the student for him to be
counted as a member or as one affected by it. And, undoubtedly, there are
a4 variety of ways of computing costs or assigning expenditures. In addition,
distributions could be skewed, so that comparisons of means with medians
could be misleading. Audit of 4 sample of institutions contributing to
each data source would need to be employed to ascertain the absolute values,
and some statistic such ad student contact hours needs to be defined and
used. In the meantime, the survey figures, when used to estimate descrip-
tive values, should be regarded with extreme caution. .

E. Numbers of Studenks Served and Per Student Costs .

-

-~

Institutions with higher proportions of disadvantaged involve substantially
more students in their programs than the average of 50, as well 2s slightly

.
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larger, numbers of faculty and staff than the average. Cost per student tends
to decrease as proportions of disadvantaged on campus increase, although this
relationship is n'ot statistically significant.

The more selective institutions tend to report higher, numbers of faculty
and staff involved in their programs, but not a higher number of FTE students
“in their programs,  Per student costs, however, appear to be hlgher in the
moderately selective institutions than in open~door or highly selective
institutions.. Larger institutions tend to have larger programs in terms of
faculty, staff, and student$ involved, Jut idstitutional size does not appear .
to be related to per student cost of the’ proorams. Public institutions,
particularly the public two-year institutions, on the other hand, tend to .
“have programs with lower per, studsnt costs, no doubt a function of higher ya
‘numbers of students per faculty or staff member assigned to the program. .
Public and, private institutions with graduate progréﬁg serve larger numbers

. of students but at greater per student costg. Undoubtedly, overall.institu-
tional per student costs affect program costs, Program costs per student do
not differ for tradltlonally white versus nonwhite institutions.

. Ed
InstiQutions with one or more programs funded under the Higher Education,
Amendments tend to serve more FTE students .in their program, with more staff

(if not faculty), at a slightly higher cost per student.

i

Rrograms with more components, e.g., counseling, tutoring, remedial work,
and so forth, report higher costs per student and greater faculty and staff
involvement as might be expected. An increase in the number of components
tends to create staff involvement to a greatet extent than faculty involvement.’
Larger numbers of students tend to be served in programs including special
classroom instructional strategies, loans and work study, extracurricular
support, and guidance for graduate study, while those institutions with
smaller numbers of FTE students in their programs are more likely to report
arrecrufting component. _

©

i ! F. Institutional Factors Related to Program Content ?
kY

Larger institutions tend to report more frequently the cqmponents of
academic counseling, tutoring, extracurriculzar support, job ‘placement, and
guidance for graduate study, but report less frequently the use of special
instructional media or provision of remedial courses. Special instructional
strategies are-reported more frequently in the ve . small and the very large
institutions. More selective institutions tend to stress counseling,
tutoring, involvement with feeder schools, and guidance for graduate study,
but less frequently involve infusion of support activities directly into the
classroom, e.g., special media, instructional strategies, and so forth. An '
essentially similar pattern occurs when highest degree offered is considered.
Programs in private institutions more frequently provide guidance for graduate
study, but less frequently provide job placement, commupity agency involvement
or remedial courses. There are few differences in Lheugrograms provided in
traditionally white as opposed to traditionally nonwhite institutions. Howgvef,

{
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{ the nonwhite institutions retruit 1ess frequently but report more frequent

special intervention in the <lassroom. Finally, there is evidence that,
with the exception of remedial \fdurses, grants and loans, recruiting and
. work study, the institutions wigh programs funded under the Higher Education
Amendments are more likely to have. each of the support service components
v, than are institutions otherw1se funded

Py

G. Program Succes$ as Suggested by Numbers.’of Disadvantaged
- Students Graduating or Continuing into Graduate Study

s

N

From the ‘Teports of the responding 1nst1tut10ns, a wide fénge in
the proportion’of disadvantaged wHo graduate is r%ported For all dis~-
advantaged in all institutions, about half are, belle;gd to graduate, and
about 10% are believed ‘to continue into graduate study. The more selective
ins. wutions, the $maller institutions, and the residential institutions
report higher proportions-bf disaavantaged:graduéting.

It would appear that fundlng under, the.Higher Education Amendments of
1968 has gone to institutions reportlng ldwer proportions of dlsadvantaged
kraduating. Institutions never applying for Special Services Program funding
report higher proportions éfaduatin . _The number of programs provided by
an institution is not related to pffportlons of disadvant~ged graduating.
High proportions £ disadvartaged graduating appears to be associated with
smaller numbers of students per faculty member in the program and higher per
studunt program costs. However, it should be remembered that most programs .
reported, and all Special Services Programs, have not been in existence long
enough to produce a graduating class; accordingly, these findings cannot
attest the success or failure of Special Services Programs, as yet.

With regard to the foregoing: it is well known that colleges and

universitites vary widely in the pronortion of entering freshmen who praduate
from that institution--this variation may indeed range fyom less than 20% to -
more than 90%. This means that when it mgy be timely to/use a statistic such |
as ''proportion of disadvantaged, who graduate' to assess/impact of Special
Services Programs, the comparison must be against prior records for dis-
advantaged at the institution so that the analysis is not, as is fréquently
used in current institutional studies, the comparative proportions of dis-
advantaged versus regular pf modal students. An even more powerful buatlstlcal
strategy would be to use onalysis of covariance procedures, regressing grades
on prior performance, to determine if the intervention of Special Services ,
Programs raises the y-intercept (or the mean performance) of the students
served. The reports cf proportions of disadvantagcd students who enter gradu-
ate study follow highly similar pdtterns to those found for proportions S -
graduating. However, institutions with remedial study components send fewer
disadvantaged to graduate school while those that provide tutorial services,
guidance for graduate study, and financial aid send more. It would be highly
risky to infer causality in these instances, for it would seem more likely
’ that gross institutional factors would afford a better explanatidn of the

interrelationships, 2y




H. Respondents' Recommendations for Optimal Programmatic
Attention to Disadvantaged Students

The final set of questions in the survey was concerned with the responding
individuals' opinions as to what would be an optimal arrangement for special
programmatic attention to disadvantaged students for the 1972-73 academic year.
Since it may be expected that the survey was generally completed by someone
conce ned with disadvantaged students, it is not surprising‘that four out
of five respondents felt that additional funds would enable them to serve
larger numbers of students., Another ond in ten reported a need for additional
funds to maintain present numbers of students, while only 19 of the 1,087
insiitutional representatives responding to this question reported that larger
numbers of students could be served at the existing budget or a smaller one.
Nevertheless, qhere is evidence that, given the financial incentive or wherewithal,
larger numbers of disadvantaged could be accommodated. This increased financial

¢ support was most frequently expected from federal sources, though a number
i of institutional respondents indicated th.- potential of state funding should
be stressed. Foundations were less frequently seen as a likely resource
for additional money, and the dimmest prospects seem to reside in reassign-
ment of regular institutional income; for example, endowment income is given
a8 low rank of importance as a source for increased programmatic support. ’

I. Comncluding Comments -

It would seem prudent to state that the relationships observed at this
point in time are more understandable in terms of the institutional char-.
acteristics and the steréotypes associated with different types or circum~
stances of institutions than they are in terms of thedr special program
efforts. For example: continuing education at the graduate lzvel may be
pressed by .a variety of programmatic emphascs, but the impact can only be
felt in institutions where values and emphases push toward graduate study,
not in those that traditionally see their students in technical roles in the
community a2ftar twu years of training in a highly pragmatic work role.

Institutions with the lowest attrition rates will inevitably show lorger
proportions of disadvantaged graduating, whether support programs are
provided or not, and as previously noted, it would be extremely hazardous :

to infer that some of the relations obsarved are caused by the impact of the
programs,

Given the limited time of program operaiion in most cases, it is more
reasonable to aseyme that federal support amplifies existing institutional
patteriis, Tt is evident that federal support now going mcrc frequently to
institutions with higher attrition rates for disadvantaged (and probably
others) may be a side effezot of placing suppoit where the disadvantaged
are (in general, the more highly selective the institution, the lower the
attrition rate). Where it should go is a matter best determined by judicious
consideration of a number of factors--such as, opening a wide range of '

. .
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-0f their unusual costs without built-in financial compensation as from tuition

Moreover, it is reasonable to suppose that there are countless other dis-
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quality of institutions to the disadvantaged, as well as serving the largest
numbers or meeting the needs where they may occur naturally. A critical
final consideration would be placing the support and programs where they

are found to be effective--that is, where they are found to be associated
with reduced attrition and improved performance over previous standards

for the institution. More time and longitudinal studies are needed to deter-
mine how programs may "transform” the institution. And, given the early lead
taken by federal sources in supporting such programs and the obvious fact

and fees, it is not surprising that those responsible at the instjtutional
level see their future tiéd to Washington.

It would therefore seem critical to look beyond this descriptive census
toward additional research which is needed as soon as possible to determine
the impact of the programs and their components on the progress and the lives
of the disadvantaged students involved. Given positive findings (and obtain-
ing any defifiitive answer will require time for the embryo programs to mature),
the task then will be to seek ways in which the early responsibility undertaken
by federal support could either be increased or expanded to include other
sources--state, foundation, business and industry, or tuition adjustment--so
that larger numbers of disadvantaged can be served. The most critical early
sign cf.potential success from these data :resides in the proportion of
disadvantaged who, in 1971, were estimated to be enrolled as undergraduates.
Although this figure of 14% is probably inflated, we have assuredly the
highest proportion of students from poverty backgrounds now in college that
has existed in history. The trick will be to keep them there, in good stand-
ing and with dignity, while continuing to expand a truly equal educational
opportunity. Even if the figure of 14% is inflated (the inclusion of the
proportioual representation of 2-year community colleges would have pressed
it higher), the census figures cited in Chapter 3 still suggest that at
least 8.7% of the college population come from poverty ba%kgrounds.

The need for further expansion of SSDS type programs: given proof of
their effectiveness, is reinforced by the fact that of those institutions
having more than 50% of their undergraduate population considered as finan-
cially disadvantaged, better than 15% have no programs cf any type on campus.

advantaged students, surely more than are currently enrolled in post-secondary
education, who are being denied access to higher education and thus denied
access to existing supportive services. This assumption is based on the
fact that the Talent Search/Upward Bound programs serve a small percentage
of the target population and it would be reasonable to assume that both
programs c-uld triple or quadruple enrollments of disadvantaged in higher
education with additional funding. .
In focusing on racial differentiation in connection with need and program
support, the survey data suggest that institutions, particularly selective
institutions with predominantly whitg student bodies, enroll considerably
smaller percentages of financially disadvantaged students. This particular
relationship could be expected, of course, if for no other reason than the
fact that the predominance of financial disadvantagement is disproportionately

pade
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large in Black, Chicano, and Native American subgroups. However, it also
suggests that at a substantial number of traditionally white institutions

the barriers to access extend beyond the ethnic minorities and include the
poor white as well., Given the growing militancy of the ethnic minorities,

and the underrepresentation of poor white in special support services programs,
a political as well as a social problem is suggested.

The survey data and other considerations also point to a need for a
long-range policy perspective to determine where the financial responsibility
for support programs should lie in the future. Can, or should, USOE be the
principal source of funds and the chief stimulator of action on the education
of disadvantaged students? The data certainly indicate continued reluctance
or inability on the part of many American universities and colleges to assume
a responsibility on this problem.

o

J. Summary

In the most general summary, the following major findings from the All-~
institution Census can be stated:

l. From the data collected in 1971 from 1,766 institutions of
post-secondary education serving undergraduates, the best
estimate of the proportion of enrolled undergraduates who
are disadvantaged (from families within federal poverty
criteria or with physical handicaps) is 14%. Applied to an
estimated full-time undergraduate enrollment of 5 million
students, this represents approximately 700,000 individuals.
(This figure may be somewhat inflated: if the census figures
(Table 3-1) that 8.7% of students come from families below
$5,000 annual income are applied to the five million estimate,
the number is about 435,000 individuals.)

disadvantaged students with regard to type of college
and geographical region,

3. Half of the institutions responding reported no special
support programs for disadvantaged students. Of the
support programs reported, one in three is supported
exclusively by federal funding, about one in seven by
state or local government, about one in seven by
regular institutional funds, and only one in 20 by
private foundations.

4. The median reported per full-time equivalent student cost
of special support services reported in 1971-72 was $673.
Variations in per student costs appear heavily related to
institutional per student costs, as well as to kind and

E
i
; " 2. There is considerable variability among the numbers of
; extent of services provided.
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Institutions with federally supported Special Services
Programs, as compared with programs supported by other
sources, report larger proportions of their student
body to be disadvantaged, higher numbers of full-time
equivalent faculty and staff, and larger numbers cf
students per full-time faculty or staff member at a
slightly lower cost per student. At the same time,

it would appear that federal funding has been generally
awarded to those institutions with lower proportions of
their disadvantaged who graduate or who continue into
graduate study.

What is provided for disadvantaged students, and what
happens to them in college, rather clearly depends more

on institution~specific factors than .on support program
factors. This is frequently suggested in the gross

data collected by the survey. An adequate examination

and elaboration would require a more extensive study and
more definitive data on each institution's grading

criteria and standards, attrition, achievement of graduates,
costs per student, etc. -

Six out, of 10 college administrators responded to the
questionnaire inquiry as to optimal numbers of dis-
advantaged students and program support funds for
them., Of this group, about 8 out of 10 felt increased
numbers could and should be accommodated, but that
increased funding support would be needed. Thus, ¢
about half of the responding institutions indicated
interest in and desirability of increasing enroll-
ment of disadvantaged students.
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CHAPTER 5

The Institutions, Their Studeants and Their
Support Services Programs

Introduction

No extensive analyses of the General Institutional Questionnaire (Part I)
were conducted, for reasons that will become obvious. As these reasons reflect

limitations in the data, thus affecting any generalizations cherefrom, they
should be stated at the outset.

As noted in Chapter 3, following initial mailout, coﬁg?derable and
vigorous follow-up was undertaken, and a relatively high proportion (82%)
of the 122 institutions in the sample ultimately returned institutional
questionnaires. Yet, inspection of the content of the response reveals two
major difficulties, ’

First, the vast majority of the institutions apparently could not easily,
if at all, produce from their records some of the critical information
requested. This is reflected Particularly in the base-time data requested
to establish trends, i.e., in the breakdowns of applicants and enrolled
students by majority-ethnic or poverty status for the years beginning 1967-63.
This was also the case in response to requests for data on ability by minor-
ity group. Although in many cases (as the data show) better records are
being kept in more recent years, the problem of identification--and perhaps
some reluctance to single out, measure, and tally--appears to have restrained
or prevented accurate and complete response. Of the enrollment breakdowns
given, almost all were keyed as estimates, rather than verified actual counts.

Second, some of the data presented are conflicting or hardly crediblex
Aiinough care was taken to formulate clear definitions and instructions, these
appeared not to have been followed in some instances. In other instances, the
responding individual or individuals appeared not entircly knowledgeable about
the range of programs, policies, and activities, and events at the institution
he represented.

One clear-cut recommendation emerges immediately: that is, institutions
should be given substantial advance warning as to the kinds of data needed,
so that as ongoing records are assembled this may be done to facilitate
retrieval of critical information. In telephone conversations or corre-
spondence vwith respondents, hostility was seldom expressed toward the chores;
rather, these conversaiions indicated simply that on short notice there was
no way to retrieve some data requested, although reorganizing files now could
make such data accessible next year.

The purposes of the portion of the inquiry reported in this chapter
are to examine, where possible, any trends in the numbers of disadvantaged
on the campuses studied; to inventory and affirm the nature of support
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services currently available (the Student Questionnaire asked.respondents
from the same campuses about the support services of which they were aware);
and to summarize any apparent problems or successes the institutional
respondents report in dealing with the disadvantaged.

A. Enrollment Trends

Information was requested on the numbers of applicants, enrollment,
and proportions of students failing to continue into the second year,
classified by category of disadvantage. Respondents were urged to provide
cstimates, identifying them as such, where counts were not available.

Of the 100 institutions submitting a Part I, General Institutional
Questionnaire, 93 were able to give total enrollment in 1967-68, and all
gave 1971-72 enrollment. However, for 1967-68, only 37 gave estimates
(including an estimate of zero) of numbers of Native Americans; 45 (exclud-
ing 22 traditionally black institutions) gave estimates of numbers of
Blacks; 34, Mexican Americans; 18, Puerto Ricans; and 37, "others." By
1971-72, however, with progressive increases in numbers reporting break-
downs each year, the number ,of schools able to count or estimate numbers
of minorities had almost doubled, with 61 estimating numbers of Native
Americans, 69 (again, excluding the 22 traditionally black) estimating
numbers of Blacks, 54 estimating numbers of Mexican-Americans, 29 estimating
numbers of Puerto Ricans, and 66 estimating numbers of "others (racial or
ethnic)minorities." 1In 1967-68, only 36 institutions provided estimates of
numbers of poor whites, and 22 gave estimates of numbers of physically
handicapped; for 1971-72, 49 institutions gave estimates in each of these two
instances.

Ny

The number of institutions providing breakdowns of enrollment by race
tend to level off in 1970-71. There is little increase in institutions
reporting for 1971-72.

The problem of missing data is more marked in the requested breakdowns
for applicants or for proportions not continusng into the second year. In
the case of applicants, of course, minority group membership is not readily
available, The question of whether it should be is problematical: given
possibility of discriminatory practices, disadvantaged applicants could suffer;
yet to assume responsibility for correcting imbalances, goals must be speci-
fied, and action taken to obtain them. But, be that as it may, only about
half of the institutions providing enrollment (dctual or estimated) breakdowns
by race also provided estimates of applicants by race and these were usually
percentages appearing to be based on enrollmer:. The data in both instances
seem unsatisfactory for estimating enrollment or applicant trends in general
over these five years, and hardly adequate for establishing trend data as
a separate institutional variable.

For the most recent year, (1971-72), over 40 of the 100 institutions were
able to provide estimates on attrition of minorities and, in a few cases wnere
numbers of minorities were small, actual counts. (But, in fact, many institu-
tions were not able .to provide attrition data on students in general.) Of
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these 40 institutions, 12 reported no apparent difference iﬁ/rate of

attrition for regular versus disadvantaged subgroups (though comments fre-
quently indicate estimates were based on the guess that no differences existed);
10 institutions report higher attrition for disadvantaged; 13 report lower
attrition for disadvantaged; and five present mixed pictures--in four instances,
very high relative attrition for Indians only, and in one instance, very high
attrition gor Chicanos only.

Of the 100 institutions responding, 32 were able to provide data or
estimates on admissions test scores for one or another disadvantaged subgroup
in at least one year. Of these, 18 reported scores from the Scholastic
Aptitude Test (SAT) of the College Board; 14 reported scores from the
American College Testing Program Scores (ACT).

It is hazardous, of course, on the basis of such limited data to draw
any conclusions. But, it is quickly apparent that discrepancies in score
averages between regular vs., disadvantaged students seem less likely to exist
in comminity colleges or traditionally black institutions. Excluding the
latter category, the range of differences between the means of regular vs.
disadvantaged is, on the SAT, from a mean score difference of from 60 to
almost 200 points on the 200-800 scale (18 institutions), with a median
value of about 130 points. The advantage is always in favor of the regular
or nondisadvantaged groups. Given a usual standard deviation for SAT scores
within a given institution and class of about 70 to 80 points, thease data
suggest that the disadvantaged students have an average that would fall,
in general, within the bottom ten percent of the scoras for regular students.
There is, as would be expected, a tendency for institutions with higher all-
student means to show higher disadvantaged student means.

For the 14 schools reporting ACT score means for the several groups, a
similar patteru occurs. That is, disadvantaged studeats score from one to
ten ACT total score units lower than do .egular students. Yet, these data
are so fragmentary, and their utility and validity so questionable, that it .
is probably safe to say only that there is no evidence that any institution
reporting is working with disadvantaged students that are highly seiected
by scores on traditional tests.

Thus, from the limited data available, it may be stated_that, as
generally believed and reported in other studies, there is.a discrepancy
between test score values for regular versus disadvantaged students.

Second, the degree of this discrepancy varies from institution to institution.
There is a suggestion of some limits to the discrepancy, e.g., institutions
with higher scoring regular students tend, as noted, io have higher scoring
disadvantaged students. There is no strong tendency, for those few schools
reporting both attrition and test scores by subgroup, for degree of difference
in test score means between regular and disadvantaged to be related to degree
of difference in attrition rates, but the data are clearly too fragmentary

and flimsy to provide real evidence in this regard.

Data on minority or physically handicapped faculty and administrative staff
were apparently more readily available and were reported by 75 institutions -
for 1971-72. Of the 63 traditionally white institutions reporting such data,

”
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26 were able to provide breakdowns by rank for both 1967-68 and 1971-72.

In general, minority faculty or staff in the 63 traditionally vhite institu-
tions are concentrated in the lower academic ranks or in nonac.demic
administration. However, it is obvious from scanning the year-to-year data
that receiving a contract for a Special Services Program had impact by
immediately producing minority staff, particularly in counseling roles,
though without immediate noticeable change in instructional staff. It is
also apparent (Table 5-1) that the numbers of minority group faculty and
staff are slowly increasing at the 26 traditionally white institutions
reporting data for all years. For example, m1nority counselors represented
9% of the total counseling staff in the traditionally white institutions in
1967-68, but about 25% in 1971. In 1967-68, the 26 institutions reporting
showed 1.67% of the instructors to be. from minorities; in 1971-72, the
proportion had increased 3.2 times that proportion to 5.1%. Even in these
two most relatively dramatic instances, however, the increase is not very
great, and minority faculty at the higher ranks aré still virtually non-

existent in the reporting institutions.
O ]

B. Inventory of Support Services Provided by the Institutions

The General Institutional Questionnaire (Part I) provided a list of
twenty-nine support service elements or special activities for which the
respondent was asked to indicate (1) if the service was locally available,
(2) if the service was originally designed and initiated for students in
general, the disadvantaged, or both, and (3) which students made most fre-
quent use of the service. The results are presented in Table 5-2.

The various services reported prove to be relatively ubiquitous: of
those listed only the following were not found in at least three-fourths of
the institutions reporting: courses in improving writing (74%); tutoring
by faculty (73%); reduced course load provision (72%); independent study (71%);
counseling about or help in entering graduate school (67%); courses in improv-
ing numbers skills (64%); instruction in test taking (51%); special place
for minority social activity (36%); released faculty time for special attention
to students (34%); and special minority residence (7%).

Most of the services (with the exception of the two tagged specifically
for minorities--special housing or place for social activity) were purportedly
developed for students in general, or both regular and disadvantaged. The
most frequent service created for the disadvantaged is work-study (included
in slightly over one-third of the programs reported), followed by counseling
on personal budgeting and financial problems (327%). Scholarship and grant
programs were reported as created expressly for disadvantaged in only 9% of
the in.tances, and loan programs in 13% of the instances. Assistance in finding
part-time employment was initiated for the disadvantaged in only 3% of the
programs reported. This is interesting in terms of the frequent challenges
(such as those cited in Chapter 2 from the Cartter Commission report) that
scholarship aid goes to the academically able, not the poor. The data
corroborate that work-study, not scholarships, is the kind of financial aid
most likely tov be created for the disadvantaged.

159
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Table 5-1

. Proportions of Faculty and Staff Who Are Minority Group
.,» Members or Physically Handicapped in 26 Institutions

Reporting for Both 1967-68 and 1971-72

Rank % of Total in Rank Rate of
- 1967-68 1971-72 Increase#*
Academic Deans and Above 4.6 6.2 140%
. Other Administrators (excluding
-department heads) 7.2 12.1 - 170%
Counselors 9.0 24.9 280%
Full Professors (rct already listed) . 1.5 2.2 150%
Associate Professors (not already listed) 1.5 3.? 2407
Assistant Professors (not already listed) 1.8 3.2 1807
Instructors and Other Teaching Staff , °
(not already listed) : 1.6 5.1 320%

*Derived by dividing the 1967-68 percent of total in :ank by the 1971-72
percent. '
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Remedizl courses, or special tool skills courses, were activities fre-
quently (1%9% to 29% of tihe programs reported) created especially for the
disadvantaged, relative to the other services. Tutoring, by students or
faculty, or released faculty time for special attention to students, was created
for digadvantaged in about 20% of the instances. Reduced course load is also
an actlvity created relatively frequently, in 30% of the instances, for
disadvantaged. ©f

Clusters of services or provisions that are clearly not expressly for
disadvantaged are revealing, for they may suggest discrimination, and they
certainly suggest holes in current support programs for disadvantaged.

These include professional counseling; independent study or honors programs;
assista%ce in finding housing or, as previously noted, part-time employment;
. s

and héip in entering graduate scheool or in job placement. -3 erert T

P ey gt

<

" Estimates of the kind of student who most frequently uses these services
follow the pattern not2d about the groups for which the activity was primarily
designed, although the proportions of programs reported used.by disadvantaged
are generally slightly nigher than the proportions *of programs reported to
be desiggéd primarily for disadvantaged, e.g., tutoring by other students
was reportedly initiated in 21% of the instances expressly for disadvantaged,
yet 37% of these instances saw principal use by disadvantaged. A notable
exception to this trend is professional counseling on personal finankial
problems. Only 14% of the programs reported principal use by disadvantaged
while 327 reportedly were created for diéadvantaged, suggesting difficulties
in reaching the target group with this service.

The obvious limitations in these data are {l1) the fact that somé of
the activities may be provided formally, others quite informally, and (2)
target group or principal use indicated may be more a matter of individual
respondent opinicn than of fact. Nevertheless, the data do point to some
areas of special need (e.g., help in finding housing or employment, or in
getting into graduate school) and hint that scholarship (&.g., dindependent
study and honors programs) may be still tagged more freguently for the
outstanding student, while the work-study opportunity goes to tﬁg dis-
advantaged. ’

i C. Opinions as to Institutional Factors and
N Programs Affecting the Disadvantaged

The Generaé Institutional Questionnaire contained a number of open-ended
questions that wvere designed to permit maximum freedom of response toward
developing more formal or structured categories for later use. Given the
probability that a responding individual cannot report accurately for the
institution, but may color amsWers with a judgment that varies from respondent
to respondent, these responses have real limitations if taken too readily
at face value. Nevertheless, the open-ended items were completed in large
proportions of the returned questionnaires and the comments were frequently
instructive or revealing.

[ar S
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One such pair of items asked about programs that had been either
especially helpful or not so helpful for disadvantaged, and why. Programs
or activities receiving a vote of confidence most frequently were work-study
and other financial aid provisions; tutoring (with tutoring by students
frequently cited as more effective than tutoring by faculty); basic skills
courses; ethnic identity oriented courses (providing for a sense of identity
and self-pride); and, in general, the Special Services or other "Trio" programs
representing packages of coordinated services. Comments as to why these were
effective most frequently reported a special orientation to and direction
from a particular minority interest: it is clear that it is believed that
for special attention to be effective, it must be targeted for and controlled
by the par:ticular subgroup. Another reason reported for impact had to do waith
careful and insightful specification of objectives and thorough direction.

The programs judged not as effectifve nor as helpful as hoped for deal
with the same range of kinds of-activities as those found helpful. But it —
is more likely that a spédific program ‘of activity, rather than the general
class of activity, will be singled out, and the reasorn for 1its ineffectiveness
described more credibly or sharply. The problems, in general order from most
frequent to least frequent class of explanation, are: limitations of funding,
reductions in funding, or loss of funding: student apathy or hostility result-
ing .in avoldance of the service (fomefimes because he doesn't recognize his
need for the service, sometimes because the program was poorly planned or
maﬁégeh); and not enouygh time for plaPning properly, or poor timing, e.g.,
"the program was started too late in 'the year." Other reasons noted.occasionally
include institutional inexperience or faculty reluctance to accept the tasks,
e.g., "the faculty was not oriented to working with the disadvantaged mature
woman"; lack of aggressive leadership; not having minority staff; and low
visibility of program. # .

Of the two‘'most frequent classes of reasons for failure or limited
effectiveness, limitations or reductions in, or loss of, funding is hardly
surprising. Programs generate real costs; and, of course, loss of or
reductions in funding way occur more frequently when programs have not
proved to be effective for other reasons. The other most frequent cause for
failure--student apathy or hostility--shows clearlv thot effective programs
are not merely a matter of more.money, nor will program availability assure
its acceptance by the target group. Both of these reported reasons suggest
that the reporters were citing symptoms rather than causes.
espondent was also asked to provide the "major
f disadvahtaged students aad mast respondents did
ering this open-tnded question. Heading the list
of mention are those situaticnal reasons one might
suspect: financial problems; health problems; marriage or the.military; “he
language barrier; academic failure; inadequacy of preparation; poor study

The institutional
reasons" for attrition
venture opinions in an

‘methods; and courses not relevant to interests. These are, thwough probably

reasonable explanations, the "pat" answers. . .

0
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That other, unique problerms ma§ affect the disadvantaged is shown by the
variety of additional reasons postulated. These include: legal problems, .
homesickness, interference by demands of regular job, transportation problems
(for the commuting poor), inadequate housing or lack of proper equipment 14
(for the physically handicapped), cultural shock. In a few instances the -
respondent blamed discriminatory aspects of the institution itself, e.g., .« .¢ .-
"insensitive and unaware faculty and stafi." More frequently,, however, the
preparatory institd%ion was blamed, e.g., "insufficient high school counseling."

A -

” » : . N . . «
A number of other reasons given tend to blame the student, his family,

K or his subculture--in short, these were reasons that would probably not have
equal credibility for the mindrity group member himself. Some of these are:
parental philosophy; lack of sense of responsibility; "cultural background
of nonfamily support"; inability to adjust to the white institution; lack
of social acceptance; poorly defined educational objectives; low self-esteem;
failure to take advantage of counseling, remedial work, or tutoring; and hdélding
to unrealistic goals. Wnile such reasons may be plausible from some perspectives,
they each outline problems that one may assume sensitive college treatment
could obviate. Ways are needed to facilitate viewing the reasons fot these
"failures" of the disadvantaged as equally plausible failures of the institu-
tion, toward the assuming of institutional responsibility for the prevention

) of their occurrence. .ot

.

v

Another critical matter for report has to do with the respondents'

« opinions as to impact of disadvantaged students on the institution. One
question asked: '"In terms of changes in policy and practices at your
institution, what has been the impact of both isadvantaged students and ‘
programs for the disadvantaged on the total ins ution?" Responses to

‘ this question were made by most institutional respondents. Their validity,

of course, is heavily dependent on the astuteness and insight of the respond-

ing individual, and this surely varied from institution to inst tution.

However, a first observation that would nevertheless seem signi.icant is

that only positive impacts were noted.

> -

S

[

Beyond this absence of any impact that could be classified as negative '
or detrimeatal, the kinds of impact perceived are instructive. Mokt frequent P
are recognitiof of need for institutional change, or the making of that change.
Changes in admissions requirements, the curriculum, faculty attitudes, and
teaching strategies are frequently seen as a result of the increased presence
of the disadvantaged student or program. The other frequent class of 1mpact
is the greater awareness, understanding, and acceptance of the disadvantaged,
the recognition of his plight, and the general democratization of the campus
his presence has prescribed. .
. o . )
Nther positive impacts include reports of fairly concrete or objective
. evidences--increased enrollment of disadvantaged, reduced attrition, new.
l
\
|
|
)
\

’

sources of funding, or increased community support.

hd ,

’ Another opeu-ended question concerned with factors affecting the dis-
advantaged asked for specific "major events, activities, or policy changes...
during the past five years that have affected attitudes of administration,

.
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faculty, or students toward (the disadvantaged)." TFor some of the respon-
dents, this elicited the naming of a particular support program. Others
cited consequences such as increased numbers of minority students, increased
hiring of minority staff, minority student participation in student govern-
ance, provision of basic or ethnic studies programs, or even the election

of a Spanish-speaking president. Most of the events were positive in tone:
a student riot was cited in only one instance; one program for migrant farm
workers was terminated because of disagreement as to how it should be
administered; and one institutional respondent referred to a "new policy

of no preferential treatment for minorities,"

D. Other. Activities of Special Interest

—

l, Activities to Encourage Graduate Study

o

The Special Services Program guidelines and other federal emphases reflect
new priorities to reduce the inequities in the disadvantaged graduate student
ranks. One open-ended item asked about special services offered to encourage
or counsel disadvantaged students to enter graduate study. As previouély
noted,” the tally of specific support services offered did not show-particular
unique emphases in these activities for the disadvantaged; and many institu-
tional respondents did not answer the open-ended question. Those who did
tended to cite relatively sterile or general activities, such as naming a
general Special Services Program activity or a special individual, e.g.,

"the Céordinator of Minority Affairs." Many simply referred to customary
practices for all students such as general support toward this goal by
faculty and department heads with individuals coming to their attention, or
the bulletin board displays. A small number of respondents cited unique and
special activities, such as a special liaison with graduate schools. Though
,data, available to the research team reveal graduate departments and institu-
~tions are, in range of selectivity, as heterogeneous as undergraduate institu-
tions, there does not yet seem to be a clear groundswell of activity to see
. disadvancaged pressed or aided on to graduate study.

2. Activities for the Armed Forces Veteran

>

Recent federal priorities for serving the educational needs of veterans
have also emerged with the increase in numbers of returning servicemen. OUne

question asked: '"Does your institution have any special program designed to

locate, attract, or facilitate the adjustment of veterans to your campus?
justq y p

If so, describe this program briefly." Greater concern for and recruiting

of veterans was indicated somewhat more frequently than was concern for
seeing disadvantaged go on to graduate study. Though some respondents cited
only the fact of having a ''Veterans Affairs Officer" or a Veterans' Club or
student group, a number of institutions did substantiate special efforts, such
as the employment of student veterans for recruiting other veterans, a "V.A.
Tutorial Assistance Program," tuition waiver as a state policy, the employ-
ment of veterans as teachers, regular (recruiting) trips to V.A. hospitals,

&
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recruiting advertisements in Armed Forces publications, special mailing to
lists of overseas servicemen, and the like. It can be concluded that although
many see the veteran as one needing help in getting any benefits due as a
result of his government service, thece appears a receptivity to tapping this
source of student raw material that is, at this stage, concerned more with
increasing the numbers of veterans than with easing any special problems of
their adjustment to campus.

E. General Summary

Although the results from the General Institutional Questionnaire were
limited because of difficulties the institutional respondents experienced in
assembling the data--or the brute effort required by a rather extensive
questionnaire--or the fact that many questions dealt with opinions--some
general information of note was achieved.

The institutions involved in the sample were drawn from those with
some numbers of disadvantaged students enrolled; although all parts of the
country and all kinds of institutions were represented, generalizations
can not be made to all U.S. institutions of higher education. The objective
of the sample was to focus on those institutions that had achieved some
experience with the disadvantaged, and to learn from that experience.

Among the institutions in the sample, the advent of federal funding
for programmatic services to disadvantaged students does seem to be
associated with increase in minority faculty (at the lower levels) and
staff (particularly counselors). While this increase is dramatic in terms
of rate of increase, the minority presence is still infinitesimal as a
proportion.of all faculty or administrative staff.

Of all support services: those perceived to be designed, appropriate
for, or used by, disadvantaged students, are similar to those services
provided for regular students, with some important exceptions: work-study
aid, not scholarship aid, is designated for the disadvantaged; and profes-
sional counseling, by psychologists or psychiatrists (as opposed to special
services kindg“of counseling) honors programs, help in finding housing, or employ-
ment, and special activity to encourage graduate study, are infrequent emphases.

There was some evidence of negative or damaging stereotypes in reporting
the peculiar problems of the disadvantaged student. Most of this had to do
vith attributing difficulties encountered to deficiencies of the student or
his subculture even in areas in which the institution might reasonably assume
responsibility. However, the total weight of the data suggest that most
institutions in the Ssample have come a long way in the past few years toward
accepting the disadvantaged student as a valued individual, assisting him
with unique problems (particularly financial problems), and establishing
special services or courses for him.

E]
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Upward trends in disadvantaged student enrollm.nt and minority faculty
were noted, though the fragmentary data offer evidence that the rate of i
change is still painfully, slow.

t

The most encouraging sign of all for those who would hope that higher
education can become honestly more responsive to the disadvantaged is the
frequency with which disadvantaged students are viewed as having positive
institutional impact. This suggests that although institutions may reflect
the broader prejudices of their own past and of the society they represent,
they are becoming responsive to the student clientele placed before them,
they are accepting the challenge, and, in subsequent self-study or review,
tl.ey are accentuating the positive.
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CHAPTER 6
The Disadvantaged Student on Campus:

Student Questionnaire Analysis

INTRODUCTION

0f the numerous data collection instruments used in this study the
Student Questionnaire (a copy of which is included in Appendix A) is a
centrally important instrument for the evaluation study. It was designed
to provide:

1. An identification of disadvantage or nondisadvantage, with
disadvantage defined as closely as practicable from the Special
Services Program Guidelines.

. 2. An inventory of potentially relevant biographical factors--
family composition and socioeconomic status, parents' educational
and occupational levels, early childhood experiences, and the like.

3. The student's perceptions of nis own needs, and his recommendations
for improvement of his supporting environment.

4. A series of criteria of impact of postsecondary institutions and
programmatic attention upon the student: his level of academic
performance; his degree of satisfaction with a variety of aspects
of life in college and with the assistance he is receiving; his
knowledge and use of special program features; his aspirations and
expectations for continued study; and, his adoption of general values
inherent in the goals of higher education.

Although the student interview provided some subjective data on dis- 4
advantaged students and their reactions to postsecondary institutions and
various subtle programmatic features, the survey questionnaire was needed to
provide a more objective picture of who and what the populations of disad rantaged
students are, and where they stand in comparison with the modal students at the
"range of institutions now attempting to accommodate new student groups. The
focus of the student questionnaire was on behavior and attitudes of the post-
secondary student that relate to his performance in and satisfaction w1th his
program of studies, A f
The approach to analysis reflects a concep:ualizatfon of the process of
supportive programmatic activities for disadvantaged students in postsecondary
education. These programs can be represented by a simplified process model.
Such a model is presented in Figure 6-1 (p. 6-2). VarlouSJhspects of this model
(operational characteristics, characteristics of resources required for
operation, characteristics of by-products) are examined in other sections of

<o

5 | 163
ERIC

s |
{




6-2

suei8o1d Teroads Jo Tspow ssad0ad y °1-9 =andfg

- A

(3ndano
Po3BUBISOP SA0QGE PUB I3A0)
uotiexado weaBoad Jo s3Tnsaa
9TqeaITSSpUN 10 STQRITSSP
‘pauueTdun pue pauueTd
*NOILVY3dOo SS320¥d
d0 S1inaodd-ig

sauedyo3aed juspnis o3

329adsax ut weadoad sy3z jo

3onpoad pajeulfssp 9yl
:1nd1no

$S3004d
WV3d90dd
TViddds
JHL

<N

sjuedrofized wexfoxd
Sutasjus ayg
LN4NI

T

uoT3eaado

wex8oxd 103 poaatnbaa

$921N0S21 TRIDUBUTI pue

‘TeuoTINlTISUT ‘TRUOSIB]
3S3249N0STY

NOILVY3dO NI S385300¥d YIHLO

U

"y
v

P)
»
.

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




S T T T T T TR e T

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

6-3

’

this report. For this chapter, however, inquiry will be directed toward

the characteristics of input (and potential input) to the special programs;
the output measures for various student groups; and the relationships

between output measures and certain characteristics of program function as
well as functional and structural characteristics of other external processes
in which the special programs are imbedded. The most obvious external process
in operation is the specific postsecondary educational institution hosting the
program.

The process under examination is one which takes place over an extended
period of time. Thus, a thorough examination of the process would consider the
time factor (including, perhaps, baseline measures and subsequent measures at
various points in time). Such a longitudinal picture would reflect modification
of input over the period of study and would capture the dynamics of the process
as it may be modified to different degrees by internal or external piressures,
Our time frame of analysis, however, is static in nature, reflecting data
collected at one point in time. Evaluation of the process within such an
analysis rests on a considerably less secure data base and set of assumptions.
Such cross-sectional analyses involve comparisons of different groups (dis-
advantaged students and modal students; program participants and nonparticipants)
on various output measures, and drawing inferences from those comparisons
regarding program evaluation.

In drawing such inferences, one should be extremely careful to consider
other possibilities that may explain the comparative results. Comparative
differences may result from: (1) differential program structure and/or function
(including lack of program); (2) differential input characteristics; (3) dif-
ferential resource utilization; (4) differential external processes operation;
or (5) two or more of these factors in additive or interactive combination.
Thus, prior to suggesting the program as the influencing factor, one should
carefully examine other characteristics of the data to ascertain whether
alternate explanations are available. This suggestion is reflected in the
analyses of student questionnaire data reported in this chapter.

?

Three basic analyses of data from the student questionnaire are reported
herein. First is an essentially descriptive set of analyses. In this context,
the disadvantaged student is contrasted to the modal or nondisadvantaged
student in terms of (a) essential biographical characteristics (e.g., age, sex,
marital status, parental occupational and educational levels, and community
of origin); (b) personal educational and vocational activities, accomplisihments,
and aspirations; (c) perceptions of the current educational environment; (d)
perceptions of financial matters; (e) perceptions of other social and
personal needs; (f) personal values and cultural affiliations; and, (g) plans
for the future. As such, the analysis focuses on differences in input,
current throughput and intermediate output measures.

The second set of analyses is concerned with examining differences
among both disadvantaged and modal students along various dimensions drawn
from institutional classifications. This represents an analysis related
to the institution--one of the major external processes operating on the
student.

o,
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The goal of the third set of analyses is to establish personal,
institutional, and programmatic factors that are associated with student
oriented evidence of effectiveness of the educational environment for the
disadvantaged as previously defined (see Chapter 3).

‘Although sampling considerations have been presented in Chapter 3,
specific plans for student questionnaire sampling will be briefly reviewed.

Once the institutions in the study sample had been identified, th~ selection

of students within institution was accomplished, It had been decided early

in the course of the study that only second year students would be used in

the study. This decision was not an arbitrary one; rather, it was determined in
order to (a) provide some educational experience comparability between two-year
and four-year institutions; and (b) to include students who had maximum
exposure to the specific educational environment given the constraints of (a)
above. This selection procedure was implemented by an institutional repre-
sentative within each institution. It was decided early in the project that
on-campus student sampling could be accomplished more efficieantly (and perhaps
more representatively) by a local campus staff or faculty member who had shown
interest in the treatment of the disadvantaged student and who, therefore,
should have gained some knowledge of group membership through contact with
various subgroups of disadvantaged students on his campus. It was anticipated,
and, in fact, borm out empirically, that institutional records involving student
family income level and race would be at best sketchy; thus the use of an
interested, and informed, institutional representative was seen as the "optimal"
approach to reaching the students of concern over a very broad range of
institutions. Each institutional representative was provided with a set of
instructions for such sampling (included in Appendix A, and more fully
explicated in Chapter 3).

It should be recalled from information presented in Table 3-2, Chapter 3,
that the studen. samples within the institutions were to include from 55 to
112 disadvantaged students, and from 20 to 25 modal or nondisadvantaged
students, the latter category to represent from about one-third to one-fifth
of the institutional sample, or about 28 percent of the total sample of
students aggregated across institutions. It was anticipated that the
institutional representatives would have some difficulty in defining the
population of the target subgroups from which sampling was to take place.
Accordingly, careful guidelines and suggestions were provided them to aid in the
task. The instititional representatives were referred to the following campus
sources for assistance in this identifying of groups: (1) registrar files,

(2) program directors of any Special Services Programs or their equivalent,
(3) admission and financial aid records, (4) student health sefvice, and
(u) student association leaders, particularly heads of ethnic, student

organizations,

The approach the student sampling is thus seen a3 a heuristic
attempt to reach the students of interest. The trade-off costs incurred
due to utilizing this approach are documented below; however, the reader
is undoubtedly aware of the loss of precision and generality of results
that can arise when sampling control is' vested in a basically uncontrolable
source. The plan relied heavily on the interested and conscientious
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involvement of the institutional representative (a reliance that was,
unfortunately, not well founded).

Prior to our data analyses, we turn briefly in the following section
to an examination of the quality of the student questionnaire data. 1In
that section we will examine some of the problems in the data and the rather
somber implications for subsequent data analysis.

A. Questionnaire Return Rate and Quality of

Student Questionnaire Data

|

Overall return rates in terms of student questionnaire data collec-
tion were rather unimpressive. Of the 12,300 questionnaires that should
have been completed (as determined by a formula based on the number of
disadvantaged target subgroups reported on campuses--see Table 3-3,.
Chapter 3), only 8213 (%66.8%) student questionnaires were returned. Ti.ere
was, as would be expected, considerable variability across institutions in
completion rate of student data ranging from absolutely no returns at 9
institutions to complete returns at 33 institutions. Some institutional
representatives reported student boycotts; others found uneasy situations
on their campuses at the time the administration was required; some
institutional representatives were more aggressive than others in
identifying and rounding up students. ¢A detailed breakdown of this
variability is given in Table 6-1,

Quite apart from any "justification" of such a low return rate,
there are some unfortunate implications for subsequent analyses due to
this K complete lack of response from almost a third of the projected student
sample. The most obvious implication is the possibility of strong biases
in the results reported below. Data bias may be introduced either at the
institutional level or at the student level., Certain classes of institutions
are unrepresented, having provided no student data; while other classes of
iustitutions are underrepresented naving provided only a small proportion
of the suggested sample size. ('he nature of the self-selective response
bias introduced by the nonresponsive institutions is well documented--and
is proportionally quite large in a cluster sampling scheme such as that

used here.)

At the student level, "nonresponse' to any marked degree also presents
a heightened likelihood of data bias. This is particularly true in a study
such as this where the number of variables for student classification is
large. The danger of self-selection bias is again the major factor here.
Rarely is it safe to assume that nonresponse operates at the same level
within different student classification subgroups. The more likely situation
is that members of a particular subgroup (e.g., disadvantaged students, i}
black students, female students, etc.) are more likely to refuse to provide
data than other subgroups. This situation, of cvurse, compounds the bias
at the institutional level.

R 173
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Table 6-1
. Institutional Variability in Return of

Student Questionnaire Data

Percert of Total

Percent‘of Quota* Number of Institutions Number of Iastitutions
0% 9 7.45
1% - 24% : 2 . 1.6%
25% - 49% 17 13.9%
50% - 74% 32 26.2%
754 - 99% 29 23.8%
~100% 33 27.1%

*Quota determined by number of disadvantaged target subgroups on
campus.
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Overall return rate, thus, is not necessarily an appropriate index
of the success of data collection. The subgroup response rate and the \
qualitys of the data returned is more germane. One critical set of items
in the institutional questionnaire (asking family income, family size,
race, presence or absence of specific physical handicap) was used to determine
the "disadvantaged" status of the student respondent (see Section B-1 of “
this chapter for the specific decision rule for such classification). Due
to incomplete or contradictory responses to the items, 604 of the returned
questionnaires were unusable since the student could not be classified as to
disadvantagement and/or race. The remaining questionnaire data (N = 7655;
representing slightly more than 93% of the returned questionnaires and about
62% of the anticipated data base) constituted the basic data set used for

.+~ the analyses reported herein.

° Once students had been classified as to disadvantagement, it was
possible to determine the extent to which the intra-institutional sampling
plan had been appropriately effected. Table 6-2 shows actual returns in
terms of specific disadvantaged target groups and modal students. First,
one may observe that modal students are considerably more widely represented
in the data base than had been anticipated. Original projections of the
sampling plan called for over 2.5 times as many disadvantaged students as
modal (see Table 3-3), while the actual data revealed that there were more
modal students than disadvantaged--a situation which could not be explained
even if all nonrespondents were 'disadvantaged.'" Secondly, some disadvantaged
target groups suffered much greater proportional attrition than did others.
(The direction of the bias is directly observable from Table 6-2).

Regarding the greater proportiéﬁal attrition of some disadvantaged
target groups, it should be pointed out that projected figures were based
on only partial knowledge regarding the proportional representation of
specific target groups on a given campus (it should be recalled that the
exact number of students to be sampled from a target group was to be
determined by the institutional representative on the basis of a stratified
probability sampling frame). The partial information used to project
expected numbers consisted of the figures specified by the institutional
representative at first contact; as such, they were not necessarily accurate
estimates. The questionable.accuracy of these first estimates was informally
substantiated through subsequent contact with many of the institutional
representatives. It was not uncommon for a group initially identified as
consisting of several hundred students to shrink--upon closer scrutiny by
the institutional representative--to less than the required number for the
group to be considered a "target group." (In one instance, it was discovered .
rather late in the data collection stage that the required sample size of
95 sophomores considerabl, exceeded the size of the entire available student
body--a fact not previously available either to the research staff or USOE.)
More importantly in this regard, however, were various comments from institu-
tional representatives regarding the inability to obtain sufficient numbers
of students, from validated target groups of ample size, who were willing to
participate in the study (reasons given ranged from apathy to student boycott).
Further, it was not uncommon for institutional representatives to report

g
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Table 6-2

Return Rate for Student Questionnaire

Data by Specific Student -Target Group

Number of
Questionnaires
Group Returned
Disadvantaged

Physically Handicapped 321
Poor Black 1669
Poor Chicano . .399
Poor Native American 139
Poor Oriental 21
Poor Puerto Rican 54.
Poor Whité 892
Other Poor Students 74
TOTAL 3569
Modal ‘ 4086

*See Table 3-3 for anticipated return.

Percent of
Anticipated
Return#®

40.2%
47.2%

38.2%

e
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25.8%

20. 4%
39.5%
46.2%
40.3%

117.6%
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differential ease of data collection within specific student subgroups.1
These instances have grave implications for the high likelihood of extreme
sampling bias due to self=selectivity in terms of specific target groups, ,
at least within some specific institutions.

An examination of the data in regard to specific target groups at
specific institutions indicated that target groups originally svecified
were included in the sample, but typically in less than desired or expected
numbers. There also existed at most institutions small numbers of individuals
not anticipated in terms of original target group specifications (e.g., two
poor Puerto Ricans at a small private selective institution in the central
midwest). Some of these individuals were likely to be those 'faking"
responses (a hazard of any survey study); however, it is possible, in
most instances, that such individuals did exist on campus but nct in numbers
large enough to be defined as a target group, and were included in the
modal sample. As such, however, the likelihood that they would be
picked up in the wide-meshed net of a random sample is quite slim.

Regarding the disproportionate number of modal students represented
in the returned data, there are numerous alternative explanations, most
of which have some credence. One likely factor influencing this data
problem--one substantiated in conversations with and corresponuence from
various institutional representatives--was the use, by institutional
representatives, of definitions of disadvantagement other than tHe one
supplied them (the one derived from Special Services Program Guidelines and
based on poverty or physical handicap status). This problem of defining
the "disadvantaged" is one that plagued the research team throughout the
course of the study. The focus of the evaldation was on disadvantaged
students as defined by federal guidelines for the SSDS Program; this’
definition states as two basic criteria poverty level or physical handicap.
It was hoped that these criteria for determining disadvantaged students
could be applied consistently. WMany of the institutional representatives,
while presumably gomprehending the federal guidelines and specific defini-
tions provided (there was evidence,sin a few cases that this presumption
was unjustified), had ‘apparently developed preconceptions of what constituted
a disadvantaged student (e.g., race, educational disadvantagement, etc.).
Consciously or unconsciously, those preconceptions could be reflected in
their samples. On the other hand, it could be the case in some instances
that students honestly considered as poverty level proved not to be so
in light of the federal guidelines as applied here. Still another
alternative is that the institution had no accurate data on famlly ‘
income through which to identify target students.,

Another factor quite likely having some influence on the large
number of modal students is the widely reported finding that studenQS

14
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P

1At one institution, black students and their director refused to provide
any data on grounds that the researchers represented a racist organlzatlon,
the Chicano, Indian, and Puerto Rican groups, fearful of losing their program
if they did not cooperate, pressed to be included.
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often do not know or tend to overestimate their family income on survey
questionnaires. Since report of family income was one oi the items °
used to operationalize disadvantagement (see Section B-1 of this chapter’
for classification scheme), i# could well be’that some students classified
‘as "modal" on the basis of questionnaire response were in fact ''dis- g

b -

" advantaged" in terms of actual family income. An attempt was made in

classification to correct somewhat for this response tendency, in that
rather liberal application of the federal poverty criteria were used.
Further, a check of the data was performed to establish the possible
extent of this type of error. If, in fact, such errors were operating
at a gross level, there would probably be a “Marge cluStering of modal
students in the lowest modal income categories. (Examination of the
data indicated, hcwever, that this was not the case.) Other factors
which could have influenced this phenomenon to varying degrees were:
(a) deliberate ''faking" of responses; (b) data transmission ‘errors (although

a check of the transcribed data against the raw questionnaire data for

a sample of questionnaires showed an error rate of less than 1 error

per 1,000 transmitted characters); and (c) other errors in sampling

of students by the institutional representatives. Whatever the cause, this
oversampling of "modal" students (and corresponding attrition of 'disadvantaged"
students) has marked implications regarding sample bias as a regult of dif-
ferential selectivity. Moreover, it severely limited some of the anticipated® -
statistical tréatment of the dat7.as a result of reduced group sizes.

H
&

:\Qur discussion of the data quality to this point has centevred oply”
on “a very small number of the 459 p0551ble responses to the student ques-

‘tionnaire. ‘iheﬂproblem of "missing data" on those remaining response

iteme needs to be considereq for this problem results in even further
""data shrinkage.' The student questionnaire data showed considerable
variability in terms of "migsing data' both within and between institutions.
There wexe instances in which one or more questions were left unanswered

by all respondents at certain institutions (and in three of these inStances,

"th® omissions were known to be atdthe direction of the institutional

of ficials administering questionnaires--with reasons given similar to .

those advanced by inferviewers who om1tted certain items as repoxted in .
Chapter 7). On at least two occasions, it was evident "from the returned
student questionnalres that (contrary to specific 1nstructions given to the
institutional representatlves) sothe unknown party.had opened the sealed
envelopes in which each student had placed his completed questionnaire, and
had rendered unreadable all student responses to specific quessions with opaque
writing fluid. . '

.

Despite the basically unthreatening nature of the student questionnaire,
it was apparent, upon receipt of the completed instruments, that at some -
institutions this data was perceived as quite* threatening., It was
learnedfigrlng the course of the study, for example, that at one insti-

th

tution representative had refused to allow his students
to answer an item (number 51) in the student questionnaire that .asked
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for student agreemeng with the views of a range of visible ethnic group
leaders. (For example, black leaders included such individuals as
Martin Luther King, Rap Brown, Stokley Carmichael, Malcolm X, Whitney
Young, Angela Davis, "and Mohammad Ali.) An optional response to each
of the names listed was "I don't know much about him." The reason
advanced by the institutional representative for refusing to allow
answers to this question was "I don't want my students looking 'stupid

because they don't know who these people are.” .

L4 A -~

§E£haps\hore damaglng to subsequently reported findings is the
fact that examination 